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The identiticailin and elucidation of emerging issues, ttends, and conditions
tsecondary education is one of the principal missions of the Center for the

to y of Higher E' ucation t The Pennsyhiania State niversity. The pent& g,ha
a particular irate t in ch nges and new developments in organization, administra-'
tion, and gayer nce. e use a broad definition both with respect to the types of.
institutions included, in the concept of postsecondary education and the subject
for research itself. We hold the view that-the broad functions of planning and co-
ordination of p Aecondary educational interests are encompassed in theeubject
of organizatio , adritnistration, and governance.r

This publication Tepreserits-a continuing line of research start at the Center
several years ago. An earlier study identified the e Bence of a ew concept in
American poStsecondary educationaj prannin coordination. he concept is
regionalism; its implementation is regionali tion. The present stu shows that
thatoncept is now well acbepte,d through° the nation, and Is being i merited
widely.

That broad conclusion raises sever larger policy issues to which decision-
makers at both institutional and broader le (Is of postsecondary education need
to give serious attention. The importance of these issues is evident from the posi-
tive and widespread interest ex'pr'essed in the -invitational national conference
planned as an integral and impof-tant part of thi roject. Representatives of a
wide range of interests, in the postsecondary pelic implications of the study,
colleges, univ8rsities, state higher educational agenc state and federal govern-
ment offices have indicated a desire to attend and it be convened. .

The Center is pleased to have been able to conduct this research, with.the
support of the Ford Foundation, as a means of contributing empiridal evidence
for policy development in .higher education. We intend to pursue this area of in-
vestigatior, in subsequent studies and reports.

.1/

"tom

Kenneth P Mortimer
Director, Center for 144 Study

of Higher Education
June 1978
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CHAPTER I
ti

REGIONALISM: DEFINITION ANDitiVERVIV IN
POSTSECONDARY, EDUCATION

C.,.

Antecedents to ftivionalism: Competing
Organizational Tendencies

( The current literature in higher education abounds with news about the
process of change in which the niitios postsecondary educational institutions are
involved. The many changes reflect new conditions in-the 1970s both internal
and external to these.institutions7coAditions tket,ere drastically different from
those that prevailed during the previous three decades in American postsecondary
education. These developments suggest very strongly that new policy directions
for the support and conduct of this level of educaton are in the making. in short,
if colleges and related types of institutions are to respond effectively to the in-
creasing pressures for new policy directions, new organizational approaches may
be needed.

* Untiquite recently, two competing tendencies controlled the Organiza-
tional changes evidenced within postsecondary institutions. One is the classical
claim for institutional and campus autonomy for collegiate operations; the other,
the movement toward statewide systems and centralization of operati controls.
Ttlese two organizational tendencies in American postsecondary ed ation, and
the pros and cons of each, have been well documented elSewhere. Only a sum-
mary description is needed here to show the setting in which a new development--
regionalism and regionalization-is taking place.

,
I

The noti n of campus autonomy has, its foundation in the very earliest
( traditions of Am ritan higher education. Institutional autonomy developed in

this country large! as a result of the system of lay government that was adopted
for the colonial colleges by the various denominational sponsoring groups. The
wliest state universities also adopted this governing pattern as did most of the
ri6r state land -grant institutions created by the Morrill Act of 1862. In sum, the
system of AmericAn higher education from the colonial days to the late nineteenth
century was one Of essentiallyiprivate denominational sponsorship and pontrol,
with a high level of autonomy for all institutions and only a modest mixture of

.
state involvement.

It was not really until the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries'
that concern for the coordination of postsecondary education per se became an
interest of the states. During the early 1900S, increasing ipecializaticrrraqdiver-
sity withig and among colleges and universities, coupled with steadi in easing

enrollments, brought higher education increased social visibility a promi nde.

This increasing public awareness of higher education was accompahi by anal- 4K,
lel groWth in other state programs. States were -faced with comPeting'interests for
pubic financial support and out of necessity began searching for ways to Control
institutional growth within the limits of resourcetprovided in state budgets. Dur
ing this period of time, several states created one single consolidated board fdr

%t

J
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higher education, while`at the same time abolishing any existing local governing
boards. a

such drastic ion, though, was not the norm. Most states resisted any
strong movement tow rd centralization during the first half of the twentieth cen-
tury' and instead .conti ed to deal directly with various institutional boards. It
was not until the 1950s d 1960s that new/ forces (sucb as a dramatically increas-
ing.rate of enrollment gro th and preisures from new segments of the population
to obtain access to postsecondary educational opportunity) caused virtually all
states to increase their attention to statewide development and coordination of
postsecondary 'educational resources. _A-Ilrge number of states chose the coordi-
natinmodeli.e., a statt1try coordinatinkboardanthe best means of insuring
Orderly growth and cooperation. for all postsecondary educational interests in-
volved.

..-. ,

It seems clear that the current trend in.American postiecond ry education
towardtoward more state-level agency involvement in the affairs of post ndary edu-

cational institutions and organizations. Consenius- among auporities in the field
is that this trend could represent a serious threat to traditional modes of gover-
nance of colleges and universities (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching, 1975; Glenny, 19761..

-1?

There are at least two extreme positions existing between the competing
tendenCiei of protection of campus autonomy and the movement toward stronger
statewide coordination and/or control. On the one hand, heavy-handed official-
dom could take control of higher edecation and determine not only the resources
it shall use, but also the broad policies ioveming it. On the other hand, the

au-

tonomy of institutions of hiphe arning (Leslie, 1974). Neither position c
4441ftirote"market model" could be-ti redistribute resources and to preserve the

present convincing evidence' that it is the likely 4nodt1 for general adoption
throughout the states'

Proponents of OF centralization of control are confronted with the strong
tradition of private higher education in this country, with the growing strength of
the proprietary sector (which by definition cannot be controlled with the other
and with the spreading federal and state practice of funding higher education
through direct grants to students. Also to be recognized is the impact of various
policy proclamations that call for the stimulation of competiticn among different
types of postsecpndary institutions (Newman, 1971; Newman, 1973).

Proponents of the market model musrecognize the fact that all but three
states have acted to establish a "1202 Commission" to carry on "comprehensivej statewide planning" under proSiisions of the Higher Education Amenclinents of
1972; that several states in recent years have moved to put all public higher educa-
tion operations under a state-level "super-board"; and that governors, leRislators,
and otlw,ciffitials of state government are expressing every year more interest in

. direct intervention into the'conducts of higher education.
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The ,botion of regionalism, on the other hand, seems to offer some inter-
esting positive possibilities for escaping bott?the extreme of monolithic, central-
ized,tstatewide control, and that of a strict market model. There N some evidence
to suggest that regionalism in higher education is emerging as a move toward a

4( middle-ground positioni oordinating and planning for this level Of education.

Most bservers of the contemporary postsecondary scene agree that the
challenge of th next decade will 6e to find mechanisms for coordination that can
achieve public countability of all,postsecondary institutions, while at the same
time protecting that degree of independence within the educational environment
that is essential for the continued vitality of these institutions. It shall be the

'kauthors' purpose in this report to examine the potential of regionalism for accom-
lishing just that kind of balance.

RegionalisM Defined: Officialeate-Level Recognition
--1

. For the purpose of this study, regionalism is defined as that -view of a a
geographic subsection of a state (or df several adjoining states) that considers all ,,-,'--
(or a number)e of the postsecondary educationar components within the region , itrl.,

'collectively and seeks to establish a coordinated relationship among their goals, ..

programs, and/or resources. Regionalization, theh, is the prOcess by which the
cbncept is put into practicethe implementation ofregionalism is regionalization.
It is manifested in some form of interinstitutional cooperative arrangement. . ..

°by. ioutly, regionalism is only one kind of interinstitutional phenomenon.
To isolate practices of regionalism from the larger universe of interinstitutional
cooperative activity, another criterion was established in the study. Only those,
regional arrangements that are in some way officially recognized by one or moies
authoritative agencies in a state were included as manifestations of regionall'.
This official recoghition can be the governor or the legislature by executive action
or statute, o example, or a state-level coordinating or governing board retponsi-

\sle for all r a, ent) of postsecondary education by &similar Official action:
.

Clearly, the crit ion of official recognition excludes from the purview of
this study the more general phenomenon of consortia that are typically ad hoc,
voluntary interinstitutional arrangements. These consortial developments are very
germane to the current study on regionalism for a number of reasons. First,
some instances voluntary consortia have served, in an evolutionary sense, as the
forerunners of regionalism. Second, in several states official recognition has been
extended-to existing interinstitutional ventures that previously were strictly vol- '. ,

untary. Finally, voluntary consortia do Provide some basis of experience from
*
:. which officials considering regionalism can profit. Nevertheless, it should be rec-

ognized that there i some evidence that voluntary interinstitutional arrangements
are falling short of he expectaticins set for them (Patterson, 1974). Regionalism,.
however, seems to old'a much greater promise for positive impact on postsecond-
jy policy formulation than has been evideiced by voluntary consortia efforts be-

,cause it usually has different purposes than voluntary consortia, and, more im-
portantlyNkecause it does have the distinct advantage of an official recognition
and status iNtrie states.
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Timeliness Of the Study

A well'- documented observation is that American postsecondary education
is under strong pressure to extend beyond the campuses of individual 'colleges and
universities. These pressures were rioted in several places by the Carnegie Com-
mission (1971, 1972a, 1973), and have also been, the subject of several-shorter
treatises. One observer of the' contemporary scene, for example, writes that

.'-'higher education institutions may need to prepare a declaration of interdepen-,
dence as part of a survival strategy for the 1980s" (Cronin, 1975).

Edocati al policymakers at all levels of leadership, institutional, state,
and federal, ar wrestling with and attempting to respond to*the new pressures
and conditions of the 1970s. As this is done, it is becoming increasingly clear that

' these new conditions are operating to move thefocus of postsecondary education
away from individual collegiate compuses to a more complex multi- faceted ''struc-
ture. Shapers of policy at all levels are adopting an inclusive view of the resources
foF postsecondary education that need to be taken into account. They do not see
Vngular institutions providing the response needed. Instead, tle: use of broader
ang multiple-arrangements involving all kinds of institutions anctitelivery systems
is 4en as the viable alternative for the 1980s and beyond.

r
Although this trend and its policy implications have been getting much

attention, as of yet relatively few operational changes have evolved within Ameri-
can postsecondary education that effectively respond to the emerging conditions.
-The belief held here is that intgrinst,itutional co6perative activity generally, and
'regional approaches to cooperation in partic410, can be suggested as at least one
possible positive response. *-

0

Institutional I nterests t
f.,

-... The pressures on collegiate institutions' o actommodate topew conditions
are many. Among these are concerns such as: (1)Nttie leveling off of enrollments

. of so-called traditional college studentsthose recentjy graduated from high
ool and attending college bn a ,fuH-time basis; (2) the simultaneous new recog-

nition of the shift of student bodies to include more older Persons, more who are
studying part time, more women, and more who come from economically disad-
vantaged populat'on groups; (3) the increasing difficulties collegiate institutions
are encounterin n getting the fiscal support they need from their suppOrting
clienteles; and the increasing accountability requirements imposed on post-
secondary ed atioloal institutions by a wide range of constituencies.

The ability of postsecondary institutions to make a positive and successful
response to these pressures will, in a real sense, ultimately determine theiryery
survival. Faced with the need to respond to all of these pressures and others:
many institutions are concluding that they cannot "go it alone." One conse-
quence is that they are exhibiting both a more frequent initiative in seeking col-
laborative relationships with other postsecondary educational interests (e.g.,

voluntary consortia), and a more positive response to suggestions for such collab-
_orative arrangements that are made by others. .
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"college; and related institutions encounter many difficulties when they
try indivklually io resolve thecoMplex of forces before them. For example, faced
with stkilizin, or even, declining enrollments, institutions may claim.the right to

e unilatetal policy decisions abodt student recruitment and related matters.
taneously, however, these same institutions often seek public funding. It

seem u easonable that collegiate institutions should have both a common source
of funding dr right to operate asi in 'ffree market" model.

r
State Govern al Interests

State-level educational interests, too, are beinlconfrpnted with new condi-
ions and pressures th ill:require w policy 'directions for postsecondary edu-

cation in the years a Agenc nsible at this level must necessarily\take
a statewide perspect e fining both the state's interests and needs on the
one hand and the total complex of resources that can be called upon to satisfy
those needs on the other. The fact that all types'cif postsecondary educational
institutions increasingly are claiming eligibility for public fundingeither directly

*by appropriations or. indirectly by augmented student financial eid programs
only serves, to reinforce the reality that state agencies must view colleges in a col-
lective sense ad not as individual and separate operations.

The typicarand compelling concerns of these agencies would include subh
broaNareas as: (1) assuring widespread and impartial access to pcistsecondary
education for all the citizenry whd want and can profit by it; (2) assuring that the
educatjqn provided is of a reasonable minimal lei/el of_Auality; (3) assuring that
bojbfof these first two goals are achieved at the highest poiiible level cif cost-
effectivenessthat is, maximum achievement with minimum outlay of costly and
scarce personal or material resources; and (4) assuring sufficient diversity in pro-
grams, location of -programs, types of institutions, and modes of instruction to
provide reasonable coverage of the interests of students (a'dqnsideration which
relates to access) while ?lso protecting against development of a monopoly by
single institutions or types of institutions (a, consideration which relates to the
preservation of quality).

Any responsible state-level agency, be it a legislature or a BOard of Re-
gents, cannot escape the pressures to meet the needs of the state viewed in a corn-
pFehensive, global fashion. Similarly, the broad state concerns cited above suggest
perhaps even demandthat state agencies rely on a complex of institutions and
-delivery systems in meeting those needs, and not on any one or even a single type
of institution..

ey

. Within this perspective, the suggestion of regionalism as a constructive,
workable approaCh seems more plausible. More specifically, it may be that plan-
ning and programming on an individual campus basis js too atomistic an approach,
while use of the total state in planning efforts may do injustice to some of its
parts.- Perhaps regionalism fits best.

rr
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federal Governmental tntere:rts

There can be little'dOubt that the Higher Education Act of 1965, as well
as the 1972 and 1976 amendments, gave considerable impetus to interinstitutional

'cooperative actions. The effect of Title of the 19)5 legislation, fqr example,
was to encourage consortia of institutions of many types. The 1972 amendments,
for their part, brought forth the "1202" State Postsecondary Education Planning
Commission's: Many of, these commissions have adopted the concept of region-

'aliSM within their comprehensive,- postsecondary planning efforts in their states.
Finally, the growing influence of federal law.gri regionalism can be noted in
several plices in the,most recent amendments 0'1976. For example, Section
1203(0 of that legislation proposes to extend the authority of the 1202 Commis-
sions tow`plan, develop, and carry out interstate cooperative postsecondary educa-
tion projects."

Additionally, attention to regionalism is clearly evident in the language
ased to describe intent, to suggest structure, and to encourage procedures to im-
plement the COmprehensive Employment and,Training Act (CETA. This is also
Me in the sections related to state plan development found in the 1976 amend-
ments to the Vocational Education

All of these illustrations, as well as oth that could be cited, make clear
one point. A 'stronger federal influence is being fN'in'postsecondary regionalism
efforts throughout the country.

tY,

Purpose: Questioni for Inquiry

Essentially, two separate major lines of research were pursued in e study.
First, an attempt was made to establish for each state an accurate pictur the
extent, if any, to which the notion or concept of .regionalism,is being used _in
reaching policy decisions in the various aspects of stsecondary operations such sol,
as prograrvoordination and resource allocation. ond, an effort was made to
establish a detailed description of the various aspects of each regionalization
action identifiedi.e., goals, geographical configuration, institutional co4erage,
programs, outcomes, etc.

Within this general framework, the following research questions provided
the specific - parameters of the research conducted throughout the course of the
project

1)

.

I

What level of attention is being given to the concept of regionalism
and the implementation of regionalization of ,postsecondary educa-
tional resources by agencies with official responsibility for this level
of education in..the several states?

A

2 Are there different approaches to regionaliiln (patterns of regionali-
zation in the-several states?

1.0

3 3 .. How are the planting anti, implementing phases of regionalization
promoted?

6
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4) Is there a relationship between f egionalizatiorr patterns and the
manner in which regionalization is inplemented?ti

5) What are the goals and expectations of regionalism and regionalize.
tion?'

6) Are .there forces which effectively influence regionalism develop-
ments in the several states?

7) Are there discernible outcomes achieved through regionalization
actions?

8) What iettve projection for future regionalism developments in the.
states?

9) Are regionalism developments on the elementary.and secondary edu-
,, citional levels having an- impact on postsecondary education region-

alism developments or vice versa?

10) Is regional planning for other major concerns of state governments
health care, economic development, library services, and so onhav-
ing an impact On regionalism developments Within postsecondary
education?

11) Is the movement toward regional' planning by federal agencies having
an impact on postsecondary education regionalism developments?

12) Are regionalism developments within postsecondary education having
an impact. on state-level policy formulation either intra-state or inter-

. state?

. Study Procedures

This study was clone as a cooper effort with members of the State
Higher-Education Executive Officers','Associati n (SHEEO) and .the chief execu-
tive officers of the State Postsecondery Education Planning Commissions. These
individuals served as a -primary source of data for the project and also provided
major assistante irvsecuring the full cooperation and participation of a variety of
interests in postse4Ondary education at the state, regional, and institutional levels.
It is the hope of the authors that the results and conclusions of this study will
help all of these intlrests to pursue their official responsibilities for postsecondary
planning and coordrnation on a stronger base of understanding and a broader base
of discussion.

From the /start, this study has aimed at establishing a comprehensive
description of po 1rynda regionalism developments nationwide. The,,proce-
dures and meth ologies utilized throughout the study have been consistent with
that goal. The liuthors have deliberately refrained from using more refined analyt-
ical procedurei. Such analyses will be more appropriate for subsequent studies
thine whth will build upon the first -order descriptive re rch reported here.

7
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Etsentially, the study has used two major research methodsa national

. survey and'case studies in several states. Nbrrierous research instruments and other

. data-gathering techniques were,developed to accomplish the various elements of

the project design. The reader is directed to Appendix A for full details on these

matters.

Organization of the Report

.
This report is divided into 15 chapters Rips several appendices. Following

this introductory chapter, Chapter II provides an examination of the theories, re-

search, and related discussions in several social science fieldi which, when viewed

eclectically, formt the foundation of thought upon which the concept of region-

alism in postsecondary education is seen to rest. Chapter III identifies the level of

attention to regionalism and regionalization throughout the country and develops

the -taxonomy of different types of regionalism that exist in- the several states.

The typology developed here is used recurringly in the analyses done throughout

the remainderof-threport.

E of the next nine chapters, Chapter ly through Chapter XII, examines

in detail one pa lar-aspect of postsecondary regionalism, as defined by one or

more of the research quehions listed above. For the most part, these chapters all

follow the same basic format. First, the substantive question under investigation

in the chapter (the dependent variable) is examined for its possible relationships

with certain standard independent variables (e.g., geographic region of the couri-

.try, type of regionalism, etc.). Then, other "questions of special interest" are ex-

amined. Alio, the implications of the data for different postsecondary interest -

'groupsstate-level boards or agencies, legislatures, governors, *college officials,

etc.--are explored in a separate Section. Finally, eacfl of these chapters closes with

a brief summary-of the major findings discussed within that chapter.

Chapter XIII takes a close look ai the interstate compacts as a special case-

of regionalism in postsecondary education and also examines their interrelation-

ships with Other regionalism developments throughout the country. Chapter XIV

provides close-up case studies of regionalism developments in certain selected

states. This ctiapter should be of particular interest to officials considering
regional approaches to coordination in the several states. There is much to be

learned from the experiencesboth successes and Sailuresafieady recorded by

postsecondary regionalism efforts throughout' the country. Finally, in Chapter

XV, a summary commentary on the overall fiRdings of the study is made, conclu-

sions are drawn, and-recommendation's are offered!" Possible directions for future

research are also noted.

The tables in this report'prenfide the more detailed information gathered

in the study, and they form the central focus of the discussion throughout the

various chapters.
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CHAPTER II

REGIONALISM IN SEVERAL CONTEXTS

Regionalism as an organizational principle in postsecondary education
reflects two premises basic to how this level .of education Should be arranged to
assure that it serves society well. One is that society's'needs for the services of
any institution, "as expressed by the constituencies of that institution, con. be re-
lated validly to particular geo-political 'configuratiork"the nation at laremeveral
states with common interests in their economy,-cure, history; a stiter sub-
sections of a state with special characteristics separating them from other parts of
the state; or an individual 16cality or community. The other is that institutions
must provide the services that the society eXpeCts of them, in a manner both effec-
tive and efficient, whether by single institutions seeking comprehensively to giro-
vide the needed programs and services, 'br by several institutions working to
complement and supplement each other.

The organizational questions stemming from these two premises are: (1)
what is the proper geo-political constituency of an institution, that is, what spe-
cificsubset of the larger society is the institution rtsponsible to serve; and (2) how
can effectiveness and efficiency in institutional operations be be assured, for the
presumption is that without these assurances the institution will be abandoned in
favor of better forms of response to social needs.

Although relatively recent within the context of postsecondary education
in the United States, questions like these are not new for organizations generally.
And, just as postsecondary education is now considering regionalism as a response
to these organizational questions, so other types of institutions and organizations
have considered the approach in accommodating to new societal-conditions. This
is particularly true of institutionsat require broad constituency Oupport and
prciiide services considered to be "in the public interest"goVernment; hospitals;

.parks and other recreational facilities; transit authorities; etc. As a result, region-
aiism appears both in theoretical discussions of the organizational development of
institutions and in descriptions of the practices institutions actually use to atcom-
modate t change.

f
iThb present study of regionalism in postsecondary education is better

understood, 'therefore, against the notice that the concept of regionalism has'at-
t tracted in the larger theory of organizational behaviOr and in discussions of effec-

tive organizational practices. This chapter presents at background briefly, with-
out attempting to be exhaustive of the material at h with respect either to the
general topic of regionalism as a type ,otorganizational Change or to the several
sub-topics by which it may be view . The discussion deals first with regionalismview
as it relates to broad concepts of ial change and the need of all organizations to
be able to develop and reconcile new forms to old, changing, or new functions.
Next, the pragmatic application of broader theoretical views is described, showing
regionalism as an organizing principle used in general, governmental operations.
Finally, the background view is fond on education, in general, and postsecond-
ary education, in particular. . 4Z

9



Organizational Flexibility: An Essential for Ghange

Why_ same institutions rise, to the challenges of new circumstances and,
thrive, while others fail to do so and encounter serious troubles or even demise, is
a question that analysts of social change and organizational behavior have tong at
tempted to resolve. That undue institutional rigidity can be catastrophic and that
some flexibility is essential to institutional survival is a generally accepted proposi-
tionmien an axiom. 'How to guarantee thattile axiom is honored in practice and
how to explain situations where it is not are questions that cannot be answered at
readily.

- -Many theories already are set forth in the literajure of social change and
organizational behavior against which the current interest in regionalism as an
organizing principle in postsecondary education can be examined. Etzioni and
Etzioni-Halevy (1873) identify nin4"classical" theories and nine "modem" theo-
ries that attempt to explain the - sources and patterns of social change. Each of
these can serve as a global view of social-change from which it is possible to exam-
ine change in specific spheres and at different levels within a society. Thus, classi-
cal theories suchas Spencer's fife cycle of cultures, Marx's historical materialism,
or Weber's role of ideas, along with more recent theories such as Parson's func-

\ tkmak theory, Dahrendorf's or Coffer's views of social conflict, and .Etzioni's
theory of social,guidance, can provide the frameworks for understanding pressures
for accommodation to change in a major societal fiinction (education or post-
secondary education, religion, government, etc.) and in the organizations which
actually perform these functions. These global theories of social change provide
broad overviews but those that can be more immediately helpful are discussed
below

ne is the theory of supremacy of organizational survival advanced by
Drucker 11974) and Kirchoff (1977), which explains organizational change in
terms of pressurestY survive even to the extent of finding new purposes or reasons
far being when old ones are no longer demanded by the consuming society. An-
other is the concept first introduced by Cyert and March (1163) suggesting that
organizations make strategic changes only when forced to-by a combination of a
recognized internal problem, such as inadequate performance of an expected
function, or external force. A rftenber of. observers have documented this phe-
nomenon in higher education (Gardner, 1961; Hefferlin, 1971).

A theory of power dependency contends that organizations establish and
carry out strategies for accommodation that build on the most powerful elements,
those on which the organization has greatest depepdence, in the setting of its
operations. Pfeffer (1973) develops this theory in hospital administration, and
Baldridge (19714 and Clark (1971) recognize.it in higher education. Levine and
White (1969) refine the dependency notion to fOrmulate a theory of exchange,
claiming that interactions among dependencies can be measured and that organiza-
tions are most attentive to or dependent on those factors in th!)settiog with which
they have highest levels of exchange. In such a view, regionalism in postsecondary
education would need to take into account existing as well as potential propensi-
ties for interaction tunong institutions, whether stimulated by geographic proxim-
ity, a common demography of constituents served, or other factors'

10
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Still another approach to explaining organizational change is the idea of
domain consensu set forth by Braito, Paulson, and Klongifig419.72k It suggests
that organizations will act in icoordinated manner lrthere is high`agreement
about their respetive domain ,an little, or controlled, effort to expand domains.
Given the propensity toward do ain expansion and competition among institU-

ns and sectors of postseconda education, documented well elsewhere (Car
eundation for the Achiance enddf Teaching, 1975; Blocker, Bender, Mar-

. torana, 1 inating bodies re well advised by this theory of the problems
I WO lb be encountered in their wo k.

Somewhat akin to domain consensus is the concept of distinctive compe-
tence which suggests that all viable organizations have some special function and
the ability to do it (Andrews, 1971). Efforts to change will be either abetted or
resisted, depending on whether they are seen to build on or to-threaten the dis-
tinctive competencies an organization holds. The realism of this theory was rec-
ognized, whether consciously or not, in the efforts made in several'states to
improve statewide coordination of postsecondary education during the 1950s and
1960s by 'undertaking "role and scope" studies. The outcomes of these studies
were directed generally to identifying and 'building distinctive functions for the
various types of colleges iii a state that would permit each to grow Id develop in
that function with little or no compe P ion from other types.

A theory well developed in the bu iness field and alluded to more recently
igher education (Leslie and Miller, 1974) and in hospital administration (Davis,

71) relates propensity to change to the level of capacity already reached in an
rganization in its several areas of function. While operations are at full capacity

levels, change is resisted; at less than full capacity, readiness.fot new practices be-
comes more evident.

Finally some theorists 'of orgaikizational change (Schmidt and Kochah,
197) contend that the phenomenon is best understood when it is, related to the
benefits likely to accrue to the organization involved. Change that is perceived to
bring or increase benefits will be accepted, that perceived to-be disadvantageous,
resisted. Although appearing rather simplistic as stated, this theory puts an im-
portant focus on a series of serious current questions in postsecondary education:
As pressures for change continue and possibly accentuate, can responses be found
that will carry some benefits to all existing institutions? If so, how can this be
assured; if not, will those riot benefitted be persuaded to accept this fate? If they
cannot be persuaded, is conflict the inevitable conclusion?

All of..?the above views of organizational.change have some applicability to
the concept of regionalism and its development in postsecondary education:- The
authors do not proclaim here that any one theory is more useful than another.
They do emphasize, however, that policyrnakers in postsecondary education, as
well as scholars and analysts in the field, should recognize that the issues related to
regionalism are not unique to their special area of concern; much can be learned in
this field, therefore, from what has been done in others.

11
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Regionalism as a Design Principle
in Governmental, Operations

Regional governmental arrangements emerge when public needs and
problems do not coincide with existing governmental boundaries and the services
provided within those boundaries (Martin, 1967; Glasson, 1974). This condition
has occurred frequently in the United States.as industrialization, population
growth, population mobility, and other factors have contributed to problems that
cross established governmental jurisdictions. Numerous regional organizations
have developed in response. Some of these are multistate in nature, larger than.
any single state but smaller than the entire nation; others are of the substate vari-
ety, encompassing two or more local jurisdictions but smaller than a whole state.

Intrastate Regionalism

In recent years the m f local governmental and quasi-governmental
. bodies in the states has increased si ificantly. Jurisdictional fragmentation has

become the dominant characteristic of local government; metropolitan areas, in
particular, seem to be governed by any balkanized local governments (Colman,
1967). Paralleling thidevelo,pment has been a tremendous growth in the demand
for public services throughout the country. Most significantly, this increased de:
Aland frequently has been in relationship to needs and problems that transcend
the boundaries of individual jusdietionsthat is, needs thit exist on_an areawide
or regional basis. The ability to meet these areawide needs cannot be realizld by
individual localities acting alone. In a time when the economy nd society here
simpler, a system of isolated government services was acceptable. Today such an
approach no longer suffices.

As a reSpons to these conditions, many states are moving towar ubstate

`regional configuratiOns. Snyder (1970) suggests that the justification for acting
regionally can bAtbe explained by separating the major aspecti of region trat-

egies: regionalization for (1 state agency administration, (2) single-purpo
ning, (3) comprehensive planning, and (4) the administration andcoordinafof '
federal progra-ms.'

The use of regional strategies for administrative purposes by state.agencies
is not new in this country. M.ultijurisdictional special districts for providing a ser-
vice that transcends the boundaries of -local governments similarly have a long
history, and their use is currently enjoyi*consirlefable popularity in the states.
The Bilreau Of the Census identified 23,886 such units in 1970; the Advisory
Com"ffission on Intergovernmental Relations (1977) more- recently noted that
their number has now passed' th6 25,000 mark. Regionalization for health plan-
ning is one example of organization for a functional purpose.

vb.

Regionalization for 'state agency administration and single-purpose plan-
ning do share one serious flaw: the lack of a uniform regional framework (Gard-
ner, 1967). ,While individual programs reflect sincere responses to specific
problems, their cumulative effect is often diminished because of fragmentation.
Certainly regions must sometimes be delineated for specific purposes. But it

4.

12

30



0

should be recognized that too many sets of regioni can confuse overalrgovernance
and planning efforts'',

As a response to the emergence of multiple substate regional districts,
many states have mded toiestablish comprehensive regional planning districts and

-.appropriate regional organizations to function within those districts. The logic of
this development is'that sah regional planning efforts offer a comprehensiveness
and scope surpassing that di the individual locality and a focus sharper than that
possible from the state level (McLoughlin, 1969).

Much of the progress in the formation of these comprehensive 'regional
councils and similar'areawide bodies has come from the push for statewide systems
of substate districting (Advisory Commission or Intergoverrental Relations,
1973). These have been designed usually to simplify and bring some coordination
to the highly confusing set of conflicting regional structures that have emerged in
the states. This trend, spurred by actions of state legislatures, governors, and state
agencies, has grown toward near complete coverage of the nation. According to
the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (1977),Isuch statewide
systems now number 45. Further, the proportion of districts within these systems
having officially designated and functioning regional organizations jumped from
56 percent in 1972"to 95 percent in 1977 (Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations, 1977).

Specific federal programs encouraging. substate regional thinking and
action should also be noted. As of 1976, 32 federal programs could be identified
as having ccinsiderable significance, for substate regionalism in a wide range of
functional areas (Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1077).
Of particular note is the Intergovernmental Cooperation Actiif 1968 and the re-
lated Office of 'Management and Budget (OMB) CirculOr A95. Part I of this cir-
cular provides for a Project Notification and Review System (PAIRS) under which
all state and local agencies wishing to apply for a federal) assisted development
project are required to notify a designated regional clearinghouse of their inten-
tions and to furnish-a project description. The clearinghouse then reviews the pro-
posal in its relation to other governmental interests. in the area. If conflicts are
resolved, the clearinghouse 'simply forwards the proposal to the appropriate

114 federal agency; if conflicts remain, the clearinghduse notifies the applicant that it
will make appropriate doTments to accompany the completed ap lication. The
number of federal aid progNms covered by this process has doubted from approxi-
mately 100 programs in 1972 to more than 200 in 1977 (Advisory Commission
on Intergoverntnental Relations, 1977).

There has also been an effort at the federal level to bring some consistency
to substate regionalism. Again, OMB Circular A-95 is of note. Part IV of this cir-
cular requires the maximum use of the same geographic boundaries for areawide
federal aid programs in the same area. Too often federal programs have created
overlapping and separate regional, planning areas and organizations. OMB A-95
has been moderately successful in remedying this situation. To dateapproxi-
mately 45 percent of the designated A-95 clearinghouses are the same organiza-
tiorfs that the stases officially recognize for regional planning purposes. Still, top

41
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many different bodndary designations and separate organizations remain. involved
in administering areawide federal aid programs in the same regions.

In sum, despite the efforts mad substate districting and attempts at com-
prehensive regional planning have not e ded the separatist tendencies of program
specialistt at different levels of governor tal operations. Jealousies and territorial
domains still exist among local govern eats, state agencies, and federal programs.
As a result, a considerable degremfrseparateness remains, duplication continues,
and coordination efforxssuffer:

Interstate Regionalism

z
There are obirds athiantages to performing certain public services and

functions on an areaviide basis, even when a state boundary splits the area (Ad-
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 1972). Services which gov-
ernments in contiguous states have approached in an interstate areawide manner
include: transportation, water supply, pollution control, solid waste management,
land use, housing, health services, law enforcement, and others.

One approach to interstate areawide problems has been.the use of volun-
tary and advisory planning mechanisms such as nonprofit corpcfations which con-
tract for services, the joint exercise of powers under inter-local agreements, and
others. These approaches have proven adequate for areawide planning activities
and for providing noncontroversial services./ They do, however, suffer from certain
weaknesses given their dependency on voluntary cooperation (Advisory' Commis-
sion on Intergovernmental Relations, 1973). Specifically, these approaches are
inherently unstable, always potentially impprmanent, and relatively impotent.
For these and other reasons, states have at times turned to more formal and-struc-
tured approaches in their efforts to realize effective interstate regional coopera-
tion:

Oftentimes, for example, the proposed governmental functions for an in-
terstate body are regulatory: In these cases, none of the intergovernmental devices
so far discussed can supply the coercive element needed. Stronger official action
is required such as legislative enactments by each of theistates concerned. Com-

I

pacts are a device frequently used (Derthick, 1974).

Interstate compacts are formal agreementsalmost always enacted as stat-
utory lawwhich grant real governmental autheiity to an interstate body. Their
subject matter can be anything on which the participants are able and willing to
agree. The regions involved may be only certain defined parts of states, or The
region can be very large and include all of the territory of the participating states.
The latter, in addition to en erging as agreements among states, can also occur
through Federal-multistate action.

Federal-multistate regional devices are most prevalent in the areas of eco-
nomic development and water resource management (Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations,--1972). 'Most noteworthy of the former is the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission created by the Appalachian Regional Devflopment,
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Act of 1965. .In response to an interest in applying this regional model to other
sections of the country, Title V. of the Public Works and Economic Development
At of 1965 established five more multistate Regional Commissions to assist in
the economic development of the regions involved.

The Delaware River Basin Commission was the first compact created for
water resource management purposes; the compact legislation was drafted and
ratified by the participating states tad the federal government in 1970-1971. The
Water Resources Planning Act of 1965 established similar _River Basin Commis-
sions throughout the country. 4

Context in Elementary and Secondary Education:

As postsecondary educational interests are confronted' with new .condi
tions And pressures requiring new policy directions, so too are elementary and
secondary education experiencing forces for change and_new policy forrtulation.
The exte n to which the two levels of education in this country evidence similar
organizati nal responses to new developments is a question worth examining.

Many of the new conditions and forces causing change in educational
policy are common to both the postsecondary and basic education communities.
For example, changing enrollment levels caused by major shifts in the demographic
composition of American society are of major concern to both; indeed, pressures
resulting from new enrollment trends are first experienced at the elementary and

,--- secondary levels. To some extent, then, conditions encountered for change in the
lower schools serve as a forewarning for postsecondary education. 4

'tephens (1977) delineates four basic alternatives u Ito strengthen ele-
mentary and secondary educational- systems in respon new emerging condi-

tions: (1) the reorganization of existing school riots into larger ones.,, (2) the
provision of specialized services to local school districts by the state-education
agency; (3) the formation of formal and informal single-purpose and multipurpose
cooperatives among school districts; and (4) the formation of special district edu-
cational service agencies. Each of these alternatives has been used either singly or
in combination with other alternatives in a large. number of state school systems.

School district reorganization historically has be9n thkmost popular alter-
native. Because of the tradition of local control of paSic education in this coun-
try, the number of schools and school districts grew rapidly during the nineteenth
century and well into the twentieth century. However, as communities became
less isolated due to improved means of transportation and commie cation, a
strong movement 'toward school Consolidation and district reorganization, began.
Th-pushes an4.4ulls on localities and their school systems by reorganization ef-
forts 'has 'attracted considerable notice (Conant, 1959), and the discussion goes on
still (Elseroad, 1977; Sher, 1977).

In 1932 there were 127,642 local school districts in the nation .American
iatiOn of School Administrators, 1962)1 by the fall of 1976, that number

had been reduced to an estimated 16,271 (National Center for Educational Sta-
tistics, 1977). This reorganization of school districts was accomplished through a
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number of methods, the most frequent being: reorganjzation through mandatory
legislation; reorganization through permissive legislation, which allows for the
merger of school districts through local initiative; and reorganization through
legislative and regulatory incentives to consolidate (in relation to state aid formu-
las, for example).

Several states have moved to improve their public school systems by estab-
lishing a.program of technical assistance to smaller school districts. These arrange -,
ments most frequently are. staffed by employees of the state education agency,
offering services*determined by that agency. This can, however, be accomplished
in several,ways: by creating branches of the state agency in different regions of
the state, each ,offering the full range of services provided by the state agency; by
establishing regional districts for single-purpose functions (e.g., special education,
vocational education; etc.); or by providing technical assistance te.g., grantsman-
ship training, curriculum development, specialized programs, etc.) directly from
the central state agency office (Stephens, 1977).

.

The establishment of educational cooperatives-feas Aten a relatively com-
mon practice in many states, although their use has beenrlitbre extensive in recent
years. Most df ,these cooperatives are singl urpose brganiiations, established
through local initiative to provide services th any one of the participating school
districts would be hard pressed to offer. T consortial arrangements are usually
established and operated completely under the authority of the participating
school districts.

Finally, many states and establ hing legally constituted regional units of
school government to operate betwee the statv;ducation agency and the local
school districts. Where they exist, these units have most frequently been legisla-
tively mandated; however, in a few states.tigeydo function under permissive legis-
lation. They provide a host of programs and services to local school districts, the
most common being: comprehensive programs and services for exceptional -chil-
dren; educational media programs and services; Curriculum developirnent and cur-
riculum consultant services; staff development programs and se ices; vocational -
technical programs and services; and comprehensive data pro4ning and other
management services (Stephens', 1976).

Each of these four alternatives over the years has had active proponents
who advance arguments for its widespread use, as well as opponents emphasizing
its weaknesses. The debate continues even today and was most recently evident
in an exchange that occurred in a prominent national educational journal. Th
focus of this exchange was specifically schootdistrict reorganization, the first tetf
the alternatives discussed above. One party exhorted the strengths of the di ict
reorganization movement on four counts: (1) improvement in the quality of
cation; (2) extending the scope of edbcational opportunity by providing more ser-
vices and programs; (3) tquity and justice in tax burden; and (4) greater efficiencies
due to economies of scale (Elseroad, 1977). The second party to this exchange

"fbok strong exception to these statements. Arguing that suchi conclusions "con-
fuse consensus with validity," this spokesman for the opposing school of thought
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asserted that "there is no strong empirical 13)3se to support the assumptions and
assertions of school and district consolidation advocates." pther alternatives
should be encouraged and developed, he concluded (Sher, 197A1.

Certainly each of the basic alternatives described in this section has both
real strengths and weaknesses, which will not be cataloged here. *Suffice.it to say
that there are genuine4ifferences among the various alternatives; there are choices
to be made. Nevertti4u, it can be noted that the creation of multipurpose re-

' gional service units.operating between local school districts and the state agency
has been the most widely utilized alternative in the nation in the past decade.
This approach gained 9.4eipentiim in the mid and late 1960s and.continues to be
popular today.

Fifteen states have developed complete or near complete statewide net-
works.of regional educational service units (Stephens, 19774. Of particular inter-
est is the fact that the number includes four of the designated case states for the
current study. Those states and their regional units are:

(1) Illinois Educational Service Regions (ESR)
(2) Minnesota Educational Cooperative Service Units (ECSU)
(3) New York Boards of Cooperative Educational Services

(BOCES)
(4) Pennsylvania Intermediate Units (IU)

The advantages and disadvantages to this approach have attracted con-.,
siderable attention (Carnjobell, Cunningham, and McPhee, 1965; Stephens, 1977).
Support for the estlbllibment of regional service units is based on the argument
that they contribute substantially to the equalization of educational opportunities
and do so in a way that makes efficient use of the total public resources available
to service a state. On the other hand, it seems possible that the provision pro-
grpms by a comprehensive regional service agency can perpetuate margin I local
sc'h'ool districts that otherwise would likely consolidate, and further that theestab-
lishment of these regional service units could create an additional bureaucratic
layer unresponsive to either the needs of local districts or those of the state edu-
cation agency.

The future development of regional service agencies for elementary and
secondary educatibri throughout the nation is not 'yet certain; Nevertheless, poli-
cymakers for postsecondary education- will want to watch Closely these develop-
ments, for the two communities share many common pressures and demands
within society, as well as the common experience of problems encountered when
efforts are made to respond to the new conditions at hand. RegionAlism seems to
be one such common response. Postsecondary policymakers, therefore, are likely
to learn much from regionalism developments occurring within elementary and
secondary education. The regional service agencies in the several states seem to
hold a particular relevance for postsecondary regionalism efforts.
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Postsecondary Educational Context'

ri

Interinstitutional cooperation is certainly not new in this Country; it has
been manifested in at least two separite.but parallel trends of inter* in the co-
'd1dination oaf postsecondary education. One of these is the shift of attention from
individual i*titutions to a statewide perspective and a related systemwide concept
of postsecondary education. The other is an increased interest by institutions
themselves in voluntary interinstitutional cooperative and collective activities. It
is suggested in the qurrent study that these two trends now appear to be merging
into the new notion of regionalism regionalization of postsecondary educa-
tion,and show promise of generating a n approach and'structure for providing
educational services.

The movement toward statewide systems.for postsecondary education was
discussed in Chapter I. It needs only tp be reiterated here that most analysts of
this development concur that. there hos been and still is a drift toward a more
active state agency involvement in postsecondary edudational operations through-
out the country (Glenny, 1959; Martorana and Hollis, 1960; Polola et al., 1970;
Zwingle and Rogers, 1970; Berdahl, 1971; Millard, 1976).

At the same time that state governmental agencies have'hown a growing
interest in coordinating the activities of higher educational institutions, institu-
tions likewise have demonstrated an active interest in developing collective activi-
ties. The trend of voluntary cooperation dates back to the colonial colleges, but
did not become significant until the late 1950s and the 1960s. At that time, the
number of consortia grew rapidly under the pressure.of rising- enrollments and
costs, along With other conditions discUssed in Chapter I.

r

Most voluntary cooperative arrangements among postsecondary institu-
tions in the 1950s were highly informal, requiring little institutional effort or
financial support. Indeed, they were often administered on the basis of shared
time provided through "in-kind" contributions of administrative services by par-
ticipating member institutions. Mart8rana; Messersmith, and Nelson (1961) did
identify some exceptions tZ this trendso 30 agreements more structured in
nature, a high percentage of which had ex tive directors, responsibilities for
physical facilities and expenses of instruction I equipment, and other official
duties. Noting the success of these programs, th authors went on tb predict that
"colleges and universities will be breaking rpore and morerwith tradition and will

ov increasingly engage in new and different cooperative ventures."

Events in the 1960s proved this prediction to be accurate as interinstitu-
tional cooperation began to be viewed by colleges and-universities as a viable
means of dealing with rising enrollments, inflationary.costs, and the knowledge
explosion. Title III of the 1965 Higher Education Actkave voluntary consortia a
boost by providing funding for interinstitutional agreements aimed at aiding de-
veloping institutions. In all, consortia Were being given more official attention
and recognition than ever before. Lewis Patterson published a "consortia direc-
tory" in 1967 listing 31 interinstitutional organizations meeting various require-
ments such as: voluntary participation of three or More institutions; multiple
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academic programs; a full-time adminiStrator and some indication of institutional
commitment, such

were
an annual membership contribution. Consortia meeting

wthese requirements ere growing in numbers at th rate of 12 per year (Patterson,
1967).

The 1970s to date have shown continued rising interest both in statewide
coordination of postsecondary education and in voluntary interinstitutional co-'
operation. The commitment of states to the former is evident in the development
of the State Postsecondary Education Planning Commissions in accordance with
Section t202 Of the her Education Amendments of 1972. As McGuiness,
McKinney, and Mille 975) note, many states took action to create or desig-
nate these 1202 Com ssions shortly after the Act was pasted, even though

nfederal guidelines were never released and funding was not provided until two
years laterand then only at a minimal level. Also of note is the growth in con-
sortia from 61 in 1970, to 80 in 1973, to 106 in 1975 (Patterson, 1970, 1973,

I

and 1975).

There is good reason to believe that the current action to strengthen and
improve procedures and mechanisms for statewide cdordination and planning in
pdstsecondary education will continue. Similarly, there is a strong basis to sup-
port the conclusion that postsecondary institutions will increasingly find advan-
tages in new and different types.of irrterinstitutional relationships. Until very re-
cently, however, these two movements, statewide planning and coordination and
voluntary interinstitutional cooperation, had proceeded separately anddistinctly
although occu,tring within the same developmental time frame. The data pre-
sented in this study suggest that, in a real sense, the two movements are no longer
separate but are beginning to merge into a new statewide planning andkrdirtat-
ing mechanism' that can be defined as regionalism and regionalization. 1-

O
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CHAPTER III

DEVELOPMENT: TAXONOMY AND EXTENT

. Level of Attention 2.

As emphasized in Chapter I, regionalism is considered as a gonceptone
very pertinent to the planning and coordinating of postsecondary edbcational re-
sources. The general concept is practiced in the states through various implement-
ing regionalization actions. Thus in practice, regionalism, the concept, becomes a
principle that is used to guide policy developmOrit in organizing and oper
postsecondary education. .

This study has endeavored to collect data both on-the concept of region-
alism land how thtit concept influences state -level postsecondary policy formula-
tion) and on the specific regionalization actions takeh in the states to implement
the concept. In all, 36 of the 54 states and territories reported that serious atten-
tion is being given to the concept of regionalism as an aspect of long-range plan-
ning and coordinating of postsecondary resources.* Additionally, 98 sped
implementing actions of regionalizationwere identified.

Table 3.1 shows tie affirmative and negative responses of the states (a
territories) on attention to regionalism by regions of the United States. One pat-
tern that emerges is the inactivity in the New England area, whera,smly one state,
Connecticut, has given attention to regionalism in a form other than through
participation in the New England Board for Higher Education (NEBHE). Appar-
ently, the small geographic size of most of these states make_ s their division into
sub-state regions for coordination purposes unnecessary;

Table 3.2 displays the total regionalization activity in the country by re-
gions of the United States and by the operational status of the implementing

. actions. On the average, the. Midwest states report the most activity (4.4 actions
per state), followed by the South (3.1) and the West (3.0). Oile pattern of note
here is the high level of activity under study in the Midwest. Perhaps the absence
of a formal interstate compact in this section of the country in part accounts for
the high level of plans reported still under study there.

Inventory of Regionalization Actions

The following is inventory of Itiejegionapation actions identified for
each state. The number code used will help to idenkify specific actions reported -
on throughout the study. (X) signifies an agreement that has been implemented;

tes and territories reported attenti to regionalism other than participation in the In-

terstate cts Th acts are treated in a separate daicussion in Chapter XIII ,,"
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TABLE 3.1

A ENTION TO THE CONCEPT OF REGIONALISM
BY R ION OF U.S. AND STAVES OR TERRITORIES

Region of U.S. \itts No

Mid-Atlantic

N ir 4

(3)
New Jersey Pennsylvania
New York

c

(1)

Delaware

Midwest

N = 13
......

-

(11) '

Illinois North Dakota -

Iowa Ohio
Kansas Oklahoma
Michigan South Dakota
Minnesota- Wisconsin

, Nebraska

(2)

Indiana
Missouri

,

-

'

New England

N = 6
-

(1)

Connecticut

'

(5)
Maine
New Hampshire
Vermont

Massachusetts

. Rhode Island

(

South

N = 14

(11)
Alabama South Carolina
Florida Tennessee ,
Kentucky Texas

Louisiana Virginia
Maryland .West Virginia
Mississippi

(3)
Arkansas.

North Carolina
Georgia

.

.

West ,

N = 13

(9) ,

Alaska Oregon
California Utah
Colorado 'Wash gton
Idaho Wyo ing
Montana

(4)

Arizona
Hawaii
Nevada °

New Mexico

_ .

Territories

N = 4

.4

(1)
Puerto Rico

4

(3)
American Samoa
Guam

Virgin Islands,.

Entire Country'
,. and

Territories

N = 54

.

36
-

.
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TABLE 3.2

TOTAL REGIONALIZATION ACTIVITY BY REGION OF U.S.
AND OPERATIONAL STATUS OF ACTIONS

Regions of U.S:
(No. of States

in Region) I
.

Operational Status of
Regionalization Actirs

Total

Average No,
of Actions
Per State

Rejected Under Study Implemented

.----
Mid-Atlantic (4) 2 1 7 10 2.5

Midwest (13) 2 29 26 57 4.4

New England (6) 1 . 1 8 ' 10 1.7

South (14) 0 6 37 43 3.1

West (13) 2 9 28 39 3.0

Entire Country 7(7) 46(23 . 106(68) "159(98) 3.2

The total number of regiprialization actions is more than the universe of 98 since
several of the actions have official recognition in more than one state, and thus afe "counted"
several times in the U.S. geographic regional totals. The 'numbers in parentheses in the bot-

glo tom row of the table show the distribution of the 98 actions counted singly (see Special
Procedural Questions in Appendix A for details).

( #) signifies a plan under study; and (0) signifies an action (plan or £reement)
that has been rejected. The reader is directed to Appendix B for a brief narrative.
description of each of the regionalization actions listed. '

Mid-Atlantic

1.0 DELAWARE

No activity

JERSEY

p2.1 (0) Educational Media Consortia
2.2 (0) Newark Counql of Higher Education

"2.3 (X) Hudson County Community College Commission

3.0 NEW YORK

3.1 (X) Regents' Advisory Councils
3.2 (X) SUNY Regionalization Plan
3.3. (X) Regional Occupational Education Planning
3.4 (X3 Legislative Recogrtition of Consortia
3.5 (X) Reference and Research .Library Resources Program
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4.0 PENNSYLVANIA

4.1 ( #) Reciprocity_ (with Ohio)
4.2 ' (X) Department of Education

Midwest

5.0 ILLINOIS

5.1
5.2
5.3
5:4

(#) Midwest Compact
(X) Board of Higher Education ETV Commission
(X Higher Education Cooperation Act
(X) Community College Trustees'llegions

*-

Regionalization Plan

6.0 INDIANA

6.1 (#)

7.d ,IOWA

7.1, (0)
-7.2 (#)
7.3 ( #)

° 7.4 (X)
7.5 (X)

8.0 KANSAS

8.1
43.2

8.3
8.4
8.5

9.0 'MICHIGAN

. 9.1 (#)
, 9.2 (#)

9.3 - (44,
9:4 (X)

1-0.0 M I NNESOT

10.1 (#)
10.2' '(#)
10.3 (#).
10.4 (#)
10.5 (X)
10.6 (X)
10.7 (X)

Midwest Compact

Postsecondary Planning Regions
Midwest Compact
Reciprocity Agreement (with Minnesota)
Community College Districts
Plan for Lifelong Learning

Purchase of Dental School Seats
Midwest Compact
Regional Education Act
Reciprocity Agreement (with Missouri)
Purchase of Optometry School Seats

Midwest Compact
Reciprocity Agreement (with Ohio)
Community College Districts
8i-State Sfudenilkf icchanges (with Wisconsin)

A-

Midwest Cotripact
Contracts for Optometry and Osteopathy
Reciprodity Agreement (with Iowa)
Reciprocity Agreement (with South. Dakota)
Experimental Regional Centers
Multi -State Library Agreement
Reciprocity Agreement (with North Dakota)

W.8 tX) Rediprocity Agreement (with Wisconsin)

11.0 MISSOURI

11.1 r#1 Midwest Compact
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12.0 NEBRASKA.

12.1 (#) Midwest Compact
12.2 (#) Five-State Regional Veterinary School

'12.3° (#) Regional Delivery Systems fcir Continuing and Adult Educe-
, tion Prograiin

12.4 (X) Community College, District's

13.0 NORTH. DAKOTA

13.1 - (4*) Midwest Compact
13.2 (#) Five-State Regional_ Veterinary School
13.3 (X) Reciprocity Agreement4with Minnesota)
13.4 (X) Contracts for Veterinary Medicine, Dentistry.and Optometry

14.0 OHIO

14.1 ( #) Midwest Compact
14.2 (#) _Reciprocity Ag nt (with Michigan)
14.3 (#) Reciprocity rit (with Pennsylvania)
14.4 (Ye) Health Educatio npowe' r Regions
14.5 (X) Plan for Off-Campoi Programs
14.6 (X) Northeast Ohio ETV
14.7' (X) Regional Operating Units for Two -Year Campuses

15.0 OKLAHOMA

15:1 (#) Midwest Compact
15.2 ( #)' Extension and Public Service Program
15.3 (#) COinmunity College/Vocational-Technical Education Regions

'

16.0 SOUTH DAKOTA

17.0

16.1 (#)
16.2 (#)
16.3 (#)

WISCONSIN

Midwest Corhpact
Five-State Regional Veterinary School
Reciprocity AgreeTent (with Minnesota)

, s

17.1 (#) Midwest Compact ee::

17.2 (X) West Central Wisconsin Consortium
17.3 (X) Northeast Wisconsin Regional Cooperative Graduate Center
17.4 (X) Urban Corridor Consortium
17.5 (X) Joint Administrative Committee on Continuing Education -

Regional Councils
17.6 (X) Lake SUperior Association-f Colleges and Universities
17.7 (X) Bi-State Student Exchanges (with Michigan)
17.8. (X) ReciptOcity Agreement (with Minnesota)

New England

-1810 CONNECTICUT
4

1, 18.1 (0) Consortium for Urban Studies
18.2 (#) Regional Postsecopdary Consortia

. 18.3 (X) Higtibr Education Centers e-
18.4 (X) Regional Planning Districts
18.5' (X) NEBHE
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19.0 MAINE

19.1 (X) NEBHE

20.0 MASSACHUSETTS

20.1 (X) NEBHE

21.0 NEW HAMPSHIRE '

21.1 (X) NEBHE

22.0 RHODE ISLAND ,

22.1 (X) " NEBHE

23.0 VERMONT

23.1 --(x) NEBHE

South

24.0 ALABAMA

24.1
24.2
24.3

(X)
(X)
(X)

Junior College/Regional Technical institute Lin
Sea Grant Consortium (with Mississippi)
Southern Regional Education Board (SREB)

,,, ,,, 13mararn

25.0 ARKANSAS

25.1 (X) SREB

26.0 FLORIDA

26.1 (#) Plan for the Improvement of Public Education
26.2 (X) Regional Coordinating Councils for Vocational Education,

Adult Education, and Community Instructional Services
26.3 (X) Southeast Florida Educational Consortium
26.4 (X) SREB

27.0 GEORGIA

27.1 (X) SREB

28.0 KENTUCKY

28.1 (#) Midwest Compact
28.2 (X) Owensboro Consortium
28.3 (X) Kehtuckiana Metroversity
28.4 (X) Eagle University (with Tennessee)
28.5 (X) SREB

29.0 LOUISIANA

29.1 (#) Master Plan Planning Regions
29.2 (#) Center for Advanced Study in Education (CASE)
29.3 (X) Plan for Vocational-Technical Education
29.4 (X) Service Areas for Off-Campus Programs
29.5 (X) SREB
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30.0 MARYLAND
3

30.1 Regional Role and Mission in Master Plan
30.2 (X)- Charge-Beek for Two-Year Occupational Programs
30.3 (X) 'Contracts for Optometry' and Veterinary Medicine
30.4 (X) SREB

31.0 MISSISSIPPI

31.1 (X) Universities. Center
31.2 (X) Gulf Coast Research Lab
31.3 (X) Sea Grant Consortium (with Alabama)
31.4 (X) SljEt

.432.0 'NORTH CAROLINA

32.1 (X) SREB

33.0 - SOUTH CAROLINA

33.1 (X) Charleston ConsortiuM
33.2 (X) SREB

34.0 TENNESSEE

34.1 (X) Board of Regents' RegionalizatiomPlan
34.2 (X) Regionalized Off-Campus Progrims
34.3 (X) Eagle University (with Kentucky)
34,4 IX) SREB

35.0 TEXAS

35.1 . (X)

35.2 (X)
35.1 (X)

36.0 VIRGINIA

Northeast -Texas Association of draduste Education and Re-
search ,(TAG E R I

Regional Higher Education Councils for 0 -campui Courses
SREB

36.1 (X) Regional Consortia for Continuing Education
36.2 (X) SREB

37.0 WEST VIRGINIA

37.1 #) Midwest Compact
37.2 (X) Off - Campus GraduatuStudy. Framework, and Coordination

37.3 (k) R144 Areas for Undergraduate Off-Campus Programs
37.4 (X) SREB

West tir
38.0 ALASKA

38.1 (X) 'Regional University Centers
38.2 (X) Regional Medical Education-Washington/Alaska/Montand

Idaho (WAMI)
38.3 (X) Wastvn Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE)

27

44

r8



A

39.0 ARIZONA

39.1 (X) WICHE

40.0 CALIFORNIA

40.1 (#) Regional Planning for Postsecondaiducation
40.2 (X) Regional Adult and Vocational Ed ion Councils (RAVEC)
40.3 (X) WICHE 4

41.0 COLORADO
41.1 (0) Junior College Out-of-State Tuition Waiver
41.2 (#) Undergraduate Fellowship Program
41.3 (X) Statewide Outreach Program
_41.4 (X) Auraria Center
41.5 (X) WICHE

42.0 HAWA I I

42.1.
42.2

(#) State Plan for Vocations( Education
(X) WICHE

43.0( IDAHO

43.1 (X)
43.2 (X)
43.3 (X)
43.4 (X)

Regtonalized Continuing Education
Contracts for Medical Seats
WAMI
WICHE

44.0 MONTANA
40's

44.1 (#) Five-State Regional Veterinary School
44.2. (X) WAMI
44.3 (X) WICHE

45.0 NEVADA

45.1 (X) WICHE

46.0 NEW MEXICO

46.1 (#) Regional Postsecondary Pistricts
46.2 (X) WICHE

47.0 OREGON

Birder Reciprocity (with Washington)
47.2 (X) Southern Oregon Postsecondary Consortium

WICHE

48.0 UTAH

48.1 (#) Capital Facilities Policies and erocedures
48.2 (X) Project JOIN-Plan for Vocation Education
48.3 (X) WICHE
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49.0 WASHINGTON

49.1 - (#) Border Rpciprocity (with Orego
49.2 (X) Joint Center for Graduate Studi
49.3 4(X) Intercollegiate Center for

49.5 (X) WICHE

I cation
49.4 (X) WAMI (

50.0 WYOMING

50.1. (0) Community College Service Areas
50.2 (#) FivelState Regional Veterinary Schk1
50.3 (X) Medical Education Program
50.4 (X)) WICHE

114 The scope and diversity of the regionalization actions identified through-
out the count , as reported above, lupport thipbservation)that the concept of
regionalism can and does include' a number of different implementing structures

delivery systems..This is a crucial point, and icrie that is emphasized repeatedly
"throughout this report.

4

From this observation that regionalism seems to be a multi-dimensional
operational design, the next logical question becomes: What are the majcir'pat-
terneof postsecondary regionalism that exist throughout the cotmtry? Further,
how do these major patterns differ in terms of the "answers" to the major research
questions of this study as listed in Chapter I? For example, pblicy-makers wiH
want to know: Are different purposes served by different types of regionsm?
What kinds of impacts and outcomes can be expected from the different kin ls of
regionalism? How can these different kinds of regionalism be implemented to ef-
eclt-the desired outcomes? and so on.

These questions, as well as several related issues, are addressed throug,uSiit
the text of this report by considering "type of regionalism" as an independent
variable in the various analyses that follow in subsequent chapters. But first, in

(the remainder of this chapter the variable "type of regionalism" is more precisely
defined, and a so-called typology of regionalism developed.

Development of Typologies

Three principal elements were selected to differentiate the different types
of postseCondary regionalism: (1) geographical area included; (2),types of institu-
tions included; -and (3) level of academic programs inclu I were collected
on these elements for each of the 98 regionalization actio identified.

From the data, the followipg mutually exclusive categories were con-
structed for each of the.three principal elements.

For geographic area included (four sub-types):

intrastate/whole state (an entire state divided into contiguous regions)

intrastate/part(s) of state (specific intrastate area(s))

29 4t;
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interstate/entire* states (whole state with one or more ether whole
states)

interstateother (all other interstate activities)

For types of institutions included (nine sub-types):

all institutions"

all four-year Institut

all two-year institutions

all public institutions

four-year public institutions only

two-year public institutions only

all private institutions

four -year private institutions only

two-year private institutions only

For academic program level included (six sub-types):

all levels

graduate only

baccalaureate and abode

undergraduate: baccalaureate and below

associate and certificate

noncredit only

Because all of the categories are exclusive of one another, the 98 regionalization
actions can each be classified into one'distinct category for each of-the three prin-
cipal elements.

In all, seven classifications of the niverse of iortalization actions can be
. accomplished by use of the three principal is (singly and in combination).

First, three one-element analyses can be done. That is, the 98 regionalization
actions can be classified according to the three elements each treated individually
(geography, institutions, program level). Second, three two-element analyses can
be done in which Ike principal elearts are paired, and-the regibnalization actions
classified accordinew- the associati4n that emenr (geography try institutions,
geOgraphy by program levels, institutions by program leiels). Finally, one three-
element analyses can be done. Hee all three principal elements are considered to-
gether, and again the universe of regionalization actions is classified according to
the associations that emerge from the data (geography by institutions by program
level).

OP.

One-Element Analyses

Geography. Table- 313 displays the regionalization actions as distributed
by the element of geographic area. Also, the operational status of each regionali-
zation action is considered, with each classified as either a Wail under study, an

30
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TABLE 3.3

DISTRIBUTION OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

, . BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA INCLUDED AND
OPERATIONAL STATUS OF ACTIONS

.
l

.

OpUstariel Status of Actions
fr- Geographic Area ..

'Implemented Under Study
N

Reiected Tote'
N (V (%) N (10 N

/
Intrastate .

%-"- Whole State 28 (68) 11 (27) 2(5) 41 (100)

( .
Part(s) of State 19 (73) 5 (18) 2 8) 26 (100)

Total 47(70) 16(24) 4(6) 67(100)

I.-Interstate

Entire States 7 (54) 6 (46) 0 (0) 13,(100).

Other 10(71) 1(7) 3(21) 14(100)

Total 17 (63) 7 (261 -, 3 (11) 27 :1:))
.

Interstate
. .

3 (67) 1 (33) 0(0) 4 (100)__Compacts
i

Total 67 (68). 24 (25) 7 (7) 88 (100)

agreement that has Men implemented, or an action (plan or agreement) that has
been rejected.

. i

...
,

Of the 98 regionalization actions identified, 67 are intrastate activities, 27
are interstate developments, and 4 are special interstate compacts, tabulated sepa-
rately. Within the intrastate category, 41 actions are comprehensive in their cover-
sae of the state and 26 deal with only a spVific intrastate geographic area or areas.
These figures seem to indicate that states are more :likely to strive for total geo-
graphic coverage in their intrastate regionalism efforts than they are to pursue
regionalism on an area by area basis. Within the interstate category, the actions
are almost equally divided between two sub-categories: 13 actions that involve an
entire state with onr or more other entire states and 14 actions that involve less
than entire states. It

i )

,,...t

r

.. ,,
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As can be peen from Table 3.3, 70 percent of all intrastate regionalization
actions have been implemented as compared to 63 percent of those of the inter- 4

state variety. Althotigh the difference here is not large, one might nevertheless
speculate that interstate developments are more difficult to implement simply be-
cause of their multi-jurisdictional nature. %

. . ,r'''' ,. c

Within the intrastate category, a higher percentage of actions dealing with
specific parts of a state have been implemented than is the case with /hose that in-
clude the whole state (73 percent to 68 percent). Similarly, in the interstate cate-
gory, actions involving less than entire states seem more likely to be implemented
than those striving for complete reciprocity involving entire states (71

percent)
percent to

54 .
At, .

_ , *
Institutions. *Table 3.4 displays the 98 regionalization actions by institu-

tional typei.e., by the kinds of institutions included in the regionaliiation ac-
tions Fifty-two actions have participation by both public and private institutions;
44, ohly public institutions; one action was identified that deals with only private
institution -` and one action could not be ckissified. These figures are encouraging
in that the seem to indicate a real willingness on the part of .the states to involve
institutions m both the public and private sectors. in postsecondary education
planning effo .

4if the 5 actions in the comprehensive category (i.e., both public and pri-
vate institutions) 36 include both two-year and four-year institutions; 14, only
four-year instituti ns; and 2 have participation by two:Year institutions alone. Of
the 44 actions in Iving.only public institutions, 20 include both two-year and
four-year institute s; 14, only four-year institutions; and 10 have participation
by two-year institu irs alone. These figures support the conclusion that states
are most inclined to include all segments of institutions in postsecondary region-
alism. 's

, Seventy-one percent of the actions involving both public and private in-
-stOtions have been implemented. Further, within this category, 67 percent of
the actions involving both two-year and four-year institutions have been imple:'
mented. These figures, too, are encouraging in what they say about the positive
strides being made nationwide in bringing all sectors and all segments of postsec-
ondary education into the formal planning processes.

Program level. Table 3.5 shows that 42 of the 98 regionalization actions
are comprehensive in their academic.program coveragethey involve all program
levels. The next largest category is regionalism involving only associate and certifi-
cate programs (18)' followed by those actions for graduate study only (17). The
remaining regionalization actions are distributed by program level as follows: 8
baccalaureate and above, 7 undergraduate Only, 3 noncredit only, 3 unclassified.

Concerning operational status, 74 percent of the comprehensive program
actions have been implemented. This compares with 76 percent of the actions for
graduate study and 56 percent for those involving only associate and certificate, .
programs.

N.. ,32
/
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TABLE 3.4

, DISTRIBUTfON OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS BY TYPE OF .

INSTITUTION, INCLUDED AND
OPERATIONAL STATUS OF ACTIONS

,

Institutional Type
Operational Status of Actions

TotalImplemented
N (%)

Under Study
N (%)

Rejected
N 4%)

Both Public and Private -, .
, A )

...c. ( -

4-Year Only 12 (86)
.

2 (14) 0(0) ,.._,,. 14 (100)

c ..

2-Year Only 1 (50) 1 (58) ..0 (0) ,2(100)

Both 2- & 4-Year 24 (67) 9 (25) 3 (8) 36 (100)

Total 37171) 12(23) 348) 52 (100)

Public Only

4-Year Only 12 (ser 2 (14) 1) (0) 141100)

.......) 2-Year Only 5(50)
t.

3(30) 2 (20) 10(100)

Both 24 4-Year 12 (60) % 7 (35) 1 (5) 20 (100)

Total 29 mei 12 (V) 3 (7) 44 0001

, .

Private Only 4

4-Year Only 0 (0) 0(0) 1 (100) 1 (100)

Unclassified 1 (100) 0 (o) i( o (c) 1 (100)
. i

.,

TOTAL 67(68) . 24(25) 7(7) 981100)



TABLE 3.5

DISTRIBUTION OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS BY LEVEL Of
ACADEMIC PROGRAM INCLUDED AND
OPERATIONAL STATUS OF ACTIONS-

Academic
Program Level

Operational Status of Actions

Totalimpitimented
N (16)

Under Study
N(16)

Rejected
N (%)
s-,

. .
All Levels 31 (74) 7 (18) 4 (9) 42 (1001

I .

Graduate Only -13 (76) 3 (18) 1 (6) 14(100)

Baccalaureate and Above 8 (100) 0 (0)
.

0 (0) 8 (100)

Undergraduate Only 3 (43) 4 (57) 0 (0) 7 (100)

Associate and

Certificate 10 (56) 6 (33) 2 (11) 18 (100)

Noncredit Only t... 3 (100) 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (100)

Unclassified (33) 2 (67) 0 (0) 3 (100)

TOTAL . 6 (68) 24 (25) 7 (7) ' 98 (100)

Two - Element Antyses

-The principal element for classifying regionalization actions were paired, '
and the universe of regionalization activity distributed over each of three two-
element analyses. The distributions of data were then examined for "clusters" of
regionalization activityi.e., actions sharing common classification on two ele-
ments. It should be noted that the figure of 5 percent (i.e., 5 percent of the total
universe of 98 actions) was used as the criterion for recognizing &group of actions
as i separate cluster.

51
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Geography and institutions. Table 3.6 displays the distribution of region-
alization actions by geographic area and institutional' type. The following
"clusters" of actions can be identified in the data:

GeogroPhy Institutions

1) Inge/whole state public and priiate/2-yr and 4-yr
2) I ntra/whole state public only/2-yr and 4-yr
3) I ntra/whole atm* public only/2-yr
4) Intra/part state public and private/2-yr and 4-yr
5) Intro/Part state public only/4-yr
6) Inter/entire states public only/2-yr and 4-yr
7) .1 nter/other public and private/4-yr

\

Total
Actions

18
9
7

12
5

. 5
8 l'64

Geography and program level. Table 3.7 displays t ffe distribution of re-
gionalization tactivity by geographic area and program level. From the le, the
following "clusters" of actions emerge:

Geography

1) I ntra/whole state
2) I ntra/whole state
3) Intra/part state
4) Inter/entire states
5) Inter/other

Program Level

all levels
associate andificate
all levels
all levels
graduate only

Total
Actions

20
13
12

5

--\8
58

Program level and institutions. Table 3.8 displays the distribution of re- .
gionalization actions by program level and institutional type. 'The following
"clusters" of actions are evident for this analysis:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Geography

All levels
411 levels
Graduate only
Graduate only
Associate andAert.

Institutions

public and private/2-yr and 4-yr
public only/2-yr and 4-yr
public and private/4-yr
public only/4-yr
public only/2-yr

Total
Actions

26
.

.12
8

..

11

64

.Zhree-Element Analyses

All principal elements were considered together, and Table 3.9 displays
the distribution of data,by geographic area, institutional type, andprogram level.
The following clusters can be identified,:

1
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TABLE 3.6

REGIOIVMLIZATION ACTIONS BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA AND INSTITUTIONAL TYPE

.

b

Geographic Area

I
s

Institutional Type T
0
T
A
L

Public and Private Public Only Private Only
Unclassi-

fled

Total

4-yr ,2-yr 2-64-yr Total 4-yr 2-yr 244-yr Total 4-yr 2-yr 244-yr Total 4-yr 2-yr 244-yr Total

N

T
R

A

Whole State

Parts) of State
.

r

1

3

2

0

18

12

21

15 5

7

2

9

4

20

11

\ 0

0 0

0

0

0-

0
0

0

5

8

9

12

27
)

16

41

26

41

26
,

Total 4 2 30 35 9 9 13 34' ,

fe
0 0 0 0 0 13 11 43 67 67

I

N

T

E

R

Entire States

Other

1

8

0

0

2 k

1

3

9

4

1

0

2

.

5

1

,

9

4

0

1

0

0

.

0

0

'"T
1

1

0

5

10

0

2

7

2

12

14

13

14

Total 9 0 3 12 5 2 6 13 1' 0 0 1. 1 15 2 9 26 27

Interstate Compacts 1 0 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 4 4

TOTAL 14 2 36 52 14 11 19

t

44 1 0 0 1 1 29 13 55 97 98

53 .
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TABLE 3.7

REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA AND PROGRAM LEVEL

,
.

, .
Geogiaphic Area

.

Program Level
.

All Levels ,

Baccalaureate

4
and Above Undergraduate

Associate and

Ceitificate Noniredit Undassified Total

1

N

T
R

A

Whole Stated

Pants) of S
.....1111

.

.

.,
20

. .

12 .,
\

3

3

0

3

2

3

t
13

3

3

0

0

2

41

26

1113`
Total 32 6

-
3

,e

5 16 igs 3 2 67

I

N

T

1

Entireaates

Other

5

.

8

-

2

2-
7-

2 0

2

0
.

0

a

0

13

, 14*

E

R Total 7 11. 4' "2 ' 2 27

.

Interstate COmpacts 3 0
c

1

.

.
, 0 0 0 4

TOTAL 42 17
_

8 7 f 18 3 3

.



TABLE 3.8

REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS BY PROGRAM LEVEL AND INSTITUTIQNAL TYPE

Program Level Public and Private
c

Public Only

4-yr 2-yr.....20,,v4,atit 4-yr 2-yr 244-yr

All Levels 1 0 26 27 3 0 12

'Graduate Only 8 0 1 9 7 0

Baccalaureate and Above 3 1 4 4 0 0

Undeltraduite 0 .0 3 1 0

Associate and Certificate 1 2 6 0 11 1

Noncredit Only 0' 0
. -

0 0 0 3

Unclassified 0 2 2 0 0 0

TOTAL - 13 36 51 15 11 19

Inititutional Type

Private Only

Total 4-yr 2-yr 244-yr

15

7

4

4

12

3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

"0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

45 1 0

T
0
T
A
L

"Unclassi-

fied

Total

Total 4-yr 2-yr, 244-yr Total

.0 38 ,42' 42

1 0 16 0 1 17 17

7 0 8 8

0 1 ,0 6 7

0 0 1 13 4 18 18

0 0 0 0 3 3 3

0 1 0 0 2 2 3

29 13 55 97 98
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TABLE 3.9 loontinued)

REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS BY GEOGRAPH AREA.
INSTITUTIONAL TYPE, AND PROGRAM LEVEL

.
.

INSTITUTIONAL TYPE AND
PROGRAM LEVEL

, GEOGSAP14IC AREA

INTRA INTER

Interstate
Conceals

'

Total
Pirtle) of
, State

_
Total

En*,
States Other Total

PRIVATE ONLY

4- VO/0

,.

All Lewis 0 0 0 0
Graduate Only 0 1 1 ' 1

' Baccalaureate and Above 0 0 0 ......
Undergraduate a- . 0 0 0
Associate and Certificate 0 0 0 0
Noncredit 0 .1' 0 0 ' 0 --

Total . 0 -0 1 1 1

2-yew
All Levels . 0

A 0
- Graduate Only

S
' 0

Saccalauteeta and Above 0
Undergraduate . 0 -LI

Associate and Comfiest. 0 0 .
Noncredit 0 0
Total . \ 0 0

2- end 4 -Yew
All Levels ' 0 . -0 s% 0
Graduate Only 0 ', 0 f
Baccalaureate and Above 0 d
Undergraduate
Associate and Certificate

0
0

.. .
0
0

Nonaadit 0 0
Total. . 0 .

0

Total
,-

All Levels 0 0 0 0 0
Graduate Only 0' 0 1 1 1

Beccalauresta and Above 0 - Q 0 0 0
Undergraduate 0 0 - 0 0 0
Associate and Certificate 0 0 0 0 0
Noncredit 0 ' 0 0 ' 0 0
Total 0 0

6

1 1 -Try1....
UNC SSIF I ED

_t

2 2 t 0 1 3

TWA' '
4- Year

.

All Levels 3 1 4 0 0 0 0 4
Graduate Only 2 3 5 3 8 11 0 16
Baccalaureate and Above 0 2 2 2 2 4 1 7

Undergraduate - 0 ' 1 1 0 0 0 0 1

Associate and Certificate 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1

Noncredit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 5 8 13 5 10 15 1 29

2- Yee,
All Levels . 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .
Graduate Only 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
= aureate and Above

@duets
0

_ 0
0
0

0
0

D
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

Associate and Certificate 9 a 11 0 2 2 0 13

Noncredit 0 0 0 0 0 0 / 0 0
Total 9 2 11 0' 2 2 0 13

2- and 4 -Year
All Levels 17 11 . 28 5 . 7 38'
Graduate Only 1 0 1 ' , 0 0 1

Baccalaureate and Above 0 1 1 0 5 7 1

Undergraduate 2 2 4 2' 2 , 6
Associate and Corti 4 0 4 0 0 ' -4
Noncreett 3 , 0 3 0' 0 3
Total 27 14 41 7 9 . 53

Total' ,

, All Levels 20 32 5 2 7 3 42
Graduate Only 3

,12
3 6 3 8 11 0 , 17

Baccala(reate and Above 0 3 3 2 2 4 1 8
Undergraduate 2 3 5 2 0 2 0 7

Associate and Certificate 13 3 16 0 . 2 2 ' 0 18

Noncredit 3 0 ° 3 0 0 0 0 3
Total 41

.
.24 65 12 14 26 4 95

TOY& L 41 . 26 67 13 1 14' 27 4 98

40

59

40.



GtograOhY

1) Intra/whole state
,er,

2) Intra/whole state

3i Intra/patt state

4) Inter/other

Institutions

public and private/2-yr
and 4-yr

public only/2-yr

public and priVate/2-yr

public and private/4-yr

Program Total
Level Actions

al 11 levels 13

associate and 7
tertifictte

all levels 8

graduate only 6

34

It should be emphasized that - each of the seven classificition schemes
described above can serve as the basis for an inclusive typology of regionalization
actions. However, for analytic purposes, it seems unnecessaryindeed, even un-
'wiseto use all, of the classification schemes and the subsequent typologies that
emerge. Such an approach would likely bring more confusion than clarity to the
examination of postsecondary regionalism developments. For this reason, a more
selective, approach will be taken here.

.

In the next section, a rationale is developed for choosing from t mong the
severabclassification schemes available, and then the typology that emerges from
the chosen classification scheme is described. The various elements of thistypol-
ogyo regionalization "patterns" arthey are calledform a major part of the
analyses done throughout the remainder of the report. --

Regionalization) Patterns

The several classifications are clearly repetitive in that each 'one di the
universe of 98 regionalization actions into a series of distinct
'clusters." As a consequence, many of the "clusters" that Knerspe ,(

sification approach share a comtnon core or group of regionalization
another (or even ral) cluster(s) developed from other classifications. Because
of this overlap, it ms to make good sense to reduce, to some extent at least, the
number of "clusters considered, and as a result also reduce the eventual number
of patterns of regionalization to lie included in the analysis.

ries or
one clas-

tions with

In this connection, it can first be argued that because regleinalism is pri-
marily a geographical concept, classification schemes devoid of any consideration
of geography will have very serious weaknesses. On the basis of this argument, the
two-element classification scheme using institutional type and program level will
beeliminated from the analyses to follow in subsequent chapters.

Next, it can be noted that in the three-element analysis (see Table 3.9), it
was possible to group only a rjlatively smell percentage of the total universe of
regionalization actions (34 of the 98) into idehtifiable "clusters." In other words,
till classification scheme does not effectively differentiate the data into major

more correctly, it differentiates the data to such a degree that the
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number of casest of the subsequent ,cat pries is too small for analytic
purposes. For Mason, the three-element classifiqation scheme will also be
eliminated.

M1,41,PC

'VP What remains, then, are the three one-element analyses and two of the
two-element analyses (geography by institutions; geography by programs). The
several patterns of regionalization that, emerge from the two-element analyses are
listed and described below (with the number of actions within each type noted).
These regionalization patterns are a consistent payt of the analyses done Pi each of
Chapters IV through XI I. Additonally, where appropriate to the data being con-
sidered, each chapter also includes'the. three one-element analyses. Thus all vari-
ables used to gain insight into the specific nature of regionalism are also examined
for their possible -relationships with geography, institutional type, and program
level, with each treated individually est separate independent variable for analysis.

Regionalization Patterns: Geography and Institutions

1. A (18) -these are intrastate actions in which the whole
state is divi. into contiguous regiOns, and all institutions are eligible
for partici. - on.

2. Public comprehensive (9)these intrastate actions also divide the
whole stab into contiguous regions, but only public institutions are
involved. 7,

3. Community college (7)these are intrastate actions for public two-

. year institutions which divide the whole state into contiguous regions.

4. Partial/all segments (12)these are actions involving all institutions in
a specific intrastate geographic area or areas.

5. Partial/public senior (5)these actions also are for a specific intrastate
geographic area or areas, but only public- four-year institutions are
involved.

6. Reciprocity-A (5)these are interstate actions involving all public in-
stitutions, and are fo%an entire state with one or more other entire
states.

7. Contracts-A (8)these ate interstate actions for anything less than
total geographic coverage of any-of the participating states, plus only
four-year institutions, public and private, are involved.

Regionalizatjon Patterns: Geography and Program Level

1. Comprehensive-B (2Q) these are intrastate actions which divide the
whole state into contiguous regronsrand include all program levels.

1
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2. Associate (13)these are intrastate actions for associate and certi cate
levelprograms which divide the whole state into contiguous regions.

a Partial/broad (12)these are actions involving all program levels in a
specific intrastate geographic area or areas.

4. Partial/specific (12)these are actions for specific program levels in a
specific intrastate geographic area or areas. (Note: This pattern of
regionalization results from a combination of smaller clustersall
judged to be similar conceptually, even though they differ in the
specific program level involved. From the second row in Table 3.7, it I
can be seen that the 12 actions that comprise this type of regionalism
can be further classified into four equal subpatterns: three actions
for.graduate programs only; three foi. baccalaureate level and above;
three for undergraduate level; and three for associate and certificate
level programs only.)

5. Reciprocity-B (51these are interstate actions involving all program
levels and are for an entire state with one or more other entire states.

6. Contracts-B (8)theie are interstate actions for anything less than
total geographic 'overage of any of the participating states plus only
gradu42 programs are involved.

Two final comfnerits need to be made concerning the patterns of regiorfali-
zation described above. First is a caution concerning the labels used for the several
regionalization patterns. These labels are,used throughout this 'report as a means
of quick referral to the particular type of regionalism under dildeasion, making
repeated descriptive accounts of the regionalization patterns unnecessary. This is
done for the reader's convenience and in general to make, the narrative of the re-
port more readable. However, the specific definitions of the regionalization pat-
terns to which the labels refer must be kept constantly in mind, otherwise the
labels can be misleading.

For example, the label "reciprocity-A" is used to refer to those interstate
actions between anentire state.and one or more other entire states involving all
public institutions. Certainly there are "reciprocity agreements" which involve
less than entire statesthese a monly referred to as border reciprocity agree-
ments. Likewise, there are re=ty agreements among states for certain specific
segments of postsecondary educationcommunity college reciprocity, for exam-

14tepie. Be that as it may, reciprocity-A actions in this report are defined as the in-
*terstate actions inVblving entire states and all public institutions. This label with
the attendant definition, is'accepted as standard terminology forthe and is
used accordingly throughout,the several chapters. This is also the for the
other labels (and definitions) listed above. ,

Second, the point was made earlier in this'section that the various classifi-
cation schemes examined are duplicative in the sense that each stands by, itself as a
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way to divide the universe of regionalization actions into a series of mutually
exclusive categories or "clusters." Further, it was noted that when all of the,.
"dusters" from the different classification schemes are considered in a combined
fashion, they too are repetitive in that certain groups of regionalization actions
are found to be common to several of the "clusters" (or regionalization patterns).

6

This is true for the series of regionalization patterns described above. The
number of regionalization actions common to selected pairs of these regionaliza-
tion patterns is noted below, and then these "common" activities are briefly
described:

1. The comprehensive-A pattern and comprehensive-B pattern share
a conpmon core of 13 actions. These are intrastate actions that divide
the whole state into contiguous regions include all institutions as
well as all program revels.

2. The community college pattern anti the associate pattern share a

comofion core of 7 actions. These are intrastate actions for associate
progkams at public two-year institutions that divide the whole state
into contiguous regions.

3. The partial/all segments pattern and the partial /broad pattern share a

common core of 8 actions. These are actions involving all institutions
and all program levels in a specific intrastate geographic area or areas.

4. The reciprocity-A pattern and the reciprocity-B pattern share a com-
mon core of four actions. These are interstate actions involving all
public institutions and all program levels, and the actions are for an
entire state with one or more other entire states.

5. The contracts-A pattern and The contracts-B pattern share a common
core of 6 actions. These are interstate actions for anything less than
total geographic coverage of any of the participating states; plus only
four-year institutions, public and private, and only graduate programs
are involved.

This issue of commonality or overlap between the selected pa?ref region-
alization patterns listed abovq,is emphasized here so that the reader will be aware
of this fact when examining/the analyses presented in Chapters IV through XII.
For clearly some of the associations in the data and the similarities noted between
these pairs of regionalization patterns will, at least in part, be a function of their
containing a common core of regionalization actions.

A

Incipient Regionalism Developments

Beyond the specific regionalization actions cited above, numerous other
activities were identified in the states that might best be described as, incipient
regionalism developments. These deve7pments were not included in the study as
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separate regionalization actions per se, primarily because of the reluctance of the
officials involved to see their operatipns as regionalism. These officials maintained
that the actions in question did not, in their opinion, precisely meet the criterion
of "official state-level recognition" (see Chapter I) and therefore should be ex-
cluded from the study.

While agreeing with this general recommendation, the authors nevertheless
maintain that jhere exists sufficient evidence of transition (towardfficial recog-
nition) so that the4ield should be alerted to the existence of what are here called
incipient r onalism developments. It is the authors' conclusion that these devel-
opments-, al h only now in transition, 4e illustrative-of the general trend to-
ward more fo to -level involirement in postsecondary education planning and
coordinating. Some illustrations may be helpfpl.

In Pennsylvan . a, regional planning for vocational education programs has
been occurring fa e past several years. The Bureau of Vocational Education in
that state has eloped and issued guidelines for vocational &Ideation programs
which call fo joint planning and interaction at the regional lavel between secon-
dary and ndary vocational education interests. This regional planning for
vocational- cation is clearly having an impact on postsecohdary education in
Pennsylvania in that the community, colleges in fact do accept for planning pur-
poses the egional guidelines and procedures for vocational education &vetoed
by the Bureiu of Vocational Education. However, officials involved in these ef-

rts indicated that the activities to date can best be described as having only
reshold participation" by postsecondary interests in the state. For this reason,
decision was made not to include this development as a separate postsecondary

regionalization action.

A procedure is evolving in Kentucky whi ti regional conagultions
in 'the coordination of off-campus programs off by publie postsecondary in-
stitutions throughOut the state. Any college or related institution can now "chal-
lenge" another institution that proposes to bring an off-campus program into the
college's designated service area. These service areas are not yet precisely defined.
Further, the "official reccignjtion" of this plan has not yet been precisely defined
in that the role of the Counit on Publit Higher Education in the process is still
being forrhulated.

Vermont has established 15 area vocational'benters for The purpose of pro-
viding vocational education to all high school students in the state who want pro-
grams that are not available in their own schools. The intention was that these
centers would also provide educational opportunities for adults.- However, they
are not being utilized as fully as originally envisioned for postsecondary education.

Another illustration of incipient regionalism it activity reported in Massa-
chusetts. Several regional consortia in the state have a developing "official recog-
nition" in that they receive public monies through grants made available to stu-
dents attending member institutions of the consortia. If a program desired by a
student is not available within the public postsecondary sector in his/her region of
the state, then that student is eligible for a grant from tie state to enroll in the

A5
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. ,. .
program at a private institutionqvovided that the institution is a member of one
of the designated consortia in the'state. ,

i
. ' (

Finally, mention is made of a legislative proposal in,lowa to establish a
statewi m of"uniform service regions to be utilized by all agencies of state
governmen . This legisletion was introduced in the 1977 legislative session but
was not acted upon. Furths the implications of the bill for postsecopdary edu-
cational interests in the state-Rave not yet been clearly specified.

te: Other Foems of Planning, Change
In PlanniM Approaches

In addition to the incidences of pruecondary regionalism identified in
this study and the incipient regionalism defelopments noted above, it should be
noted that there exist in the states other forms of planning which, although some-
what related to regionalism, nevertheless do not fall within the specific parameters
of that concept as herein defined. For example, some statewide agencies for post._
secondary education are utilizing a form of program differentiation in their state-
wide planning efforts whereby a particular unit or segment of the total delivery

in a-state is given responsibilkty for providing a specific program fpr the
_entire state or a major portion of the state (these kinds of plannipg activities have,
in the jargon of postsecondary planning circles, been commonly referred' to as
"role and scope studies"). This programming is clone without regait to a plan for
regionalism per se.

Another example is those interinstitutional arrangements that re ve their
authorization from a source or sources outside of the state (e.g., activ* autho-
rized solely under the auspices of the federal government). Th ivities, too,
fall outside of the parameters of the definition of regionalism, as defined in this
study. (NOTE: The definition stipulates that actions- must have some official
recognition by one or more authoritative agencies in the state.)

Although both of these- other forms of planning are of interest and in a
real sense can be considered related forms of regionalism, nevertheless they do not
fall within the defined lirjts and scope of this study, and, thus will be excluded
from the formal analves conducted in it. However, because it is recognized that
these developments ,themselves represent a possible line of inquiry for future re-
search efforts, some preliminary inquiries about them were made.

7
An attempt was made to at least identify how frequently such develop-

ments are actually occurring in the states. Table 3.10 reports which states have
used the "role and scope" approach to statewide planning. One pattern of note is
the lack of use of this approach in the Midwest. In all other regions of the coun-

... try, the ?states are-about equally divided in their use and nonuse of this form of
planning.

Table 3.10 also reports the number of states with regionalization activities
having authorization from sources outside of the sponsoring state. Only 12 states
reported such activity, but some interesting regional differences were found to
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TABLE 3.10
OTHER FORMS OF PLANNING

r

State .

"Role and Scope" Planning

Yes No Don't Know

. -
Planning with External

Athhadzmion
Yes No Don't Know

-
kiIii1B12lic
Delaware
New Jersey
New York
Pgnnsylvania

TOTAL

x
'x

x
x
2 2

--4.

0

- x
x

x
x

1 3 0

Midesit
Illinois fa

anIndia
Iowa . .
Kansas
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
South Dakota
Wisconsin

TOTAL

.0
x
x

x
x
x
x

-x
, x -

x
x

x
x
3 0

x
,

,*

1

(x
x
x

x
x

_x

x
x

x
3 7

,

.
.

x

,

xi/

x
- y:

.
3

.

6

liete England
x

x
x

x
x

x
3 3 0

.
x
x
x
x
x
x

0 6

.

0

Connecticut
Maine
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

TOTAL

20141B.
Albbama
Arkansas,
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana .

Maryland '
Mississippi
North Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee ..

Virginia
West Virginia c

TOTAL'

x
x
x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x
x

x
8 5

_

x

1

.

*

r-
x
x

x
x

x

x
x

x

x
5 5

x
1

x

x

x
.

4

.

x
x

x
x

. x
x
x
x

x
x

x
x

6 6

x

.

1

.

x

x

x
x

x

.
x
3 3

.,
x

x
x

x

n

x
f.."

x

' 7 -

.

Alaska
_ Arizona

California
Colorado
Hawaii
Idaho
Montana
Nevada

) New filecico/
Oregon
Utah
Washington
Wyoming

. TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL 22 25 3 12 24 14
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exist across the country. First is that the New England states consisten reported
that these kinds of activities are not found at all in that region the"country.
&Milady, these externally authorized activities were not found to be prevalent in
the Midwest, the West, or the Mid-Atlantic states. Only in the South were the
states about equally divided in the development and latk of development of this
kind of interinstitutional activity..

Ranking of the S : A Continuum

Several indices of regionalism and ionalization were developed from the
data gathered in this study. These indices :n be usedboth individually and in
combinationto rank the states on a contin, um of their receptiveness to the con-
cept of regionalism and their commitment t. -' the concept through
regionalization actions.

These indices share the limitation's inherent in all similar preliminary quan-
titative analyses. The rankings are not fine measurements, and thus differences in,
rank between any adjacent ranking states are not necessarily, substantively signifi-
cant. Nevertheless, the indices and the ran)dngs they produce do serve as a first
attempt at measuring how states, are expreising interest in the regionalism idea. It
is the authors' hope that these efforts will contribute to the development of a
more systematic treatment of the topic over time.

I

(

Four separate indices are presented. The first, a "policy index," measures
'the level of attention.' to the concept of regionalism in the states and the extent to
which attention to the concept is having an impact on postsecondary education
policy formulation. It is possible fora .state to have relatively few real actions in
regionalism yet these actions may have -a high level of impact on policy decisions
in the state; and the converse is also true. The first index, then, is an effort to dis-
tinguish the states by the reported impact of regionalism on state-level postsecon-
dary, education policy directions. Two other indiCes, an "intrastate action index"
and an "interstate action index," both measures of actual implementation
Activity in the states. These refl th the level of commitment to and extent of
rdevelopment of specific regionalization actions. The range of possible values for
these first three indices is from 0.000-16000. The range of possible values for
the cumulative regionalism index, thereforek is from 0.000 to 3.000. States with
identical values on an index are listed alphabetically.

, See Append' A for! further details on the development of the indicts.
The rehkings pr ed by the indices are listed in Table 3.11. . i'
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TABLE 3.11

REGIONALISM INDICES
a

.

Policy Index Intrastate Action Index Intantate Action Index Cumulative Index

1 933 South Dakota 842 New York 787 Tennessee 2 ON Virginia

2 Virginia 800 Pennsylvania .733 Alabama 1 042 Minnesota

3 719 Seotucky .800 Virginia 709 Kentucky 2 047 Tennessee

4 '"ri 790 Minnesota 760 Tennessee 707 Minnesota 1 925 Alabama

6 OW Illinois 735 Texas 670 Alaska 1 909 Alaska

8.. tee Montana ,710 Idaho 659 Montana , i0,, 1.864 the°

8

667

667

New Jersey

New York ..1

700

897

South Caroline.

Iowa

639 Mississippi

ta631 North Dakota

1 798

1 759

Kentucky

Colorado

9 .667 Ohio 890 Colorado 815 Wyoming 1 714 Pennsylvania

10 867 Pennsylvania - .680 ',Illinois 609 South Dakota 1 879 Mississippi

11 687 Utah 873 Connecticut 6041 Oregon 1 877 Maryland

12 662 Florida 668 Ohio 603 Washington 1 878 Illinois

13 599

.578
Alaska ' 660 Alabama 578 Wisconsin 1662 Idaho

.
14 Weftieginia 640 Alaska' 570 Colorado 1 820 Florida

15 555 Louoiana 640 Minnesota 564 Idaho ". 1 505 Wisconsin

18

17

.555

533

Maryland

Michigan

630

3

Louisiana

New Jersey

562 Maryland

559 Michigan

1.604

1 590

Oregon

Utah

18 532 Alabama nsin 542 Iowa 1 577 Louisiana

19 500 Mississippi 600 Oregon 541 Kansas 1 558 West.Virginia

20 500 North Dakota 595 Oklahoma 519 Ohio 1 544 Washington

21. 500 Tennessee 590 West Virginia 478 Nebraska 1 542 South Dakota

22 499 Colorado 575 California 408 Florida 1 522 Kansas

23* 422 Wisconsin 570 Kansas 408 South Carolina 1 509 New York

24 421 Washington 565 Utah Arkansas 1 496 South Carolina

25 411 Kansas 560 Ma 7,..., 392 Louisiana 1 442 Michigan

28 400 Oregon 557 Florida 340 Hawaii 1 384 Texas

27 388 California 540 Mississippi \\ 390 West Virginia 1 358 Montana

28 388 Idaho 530 Nebraska Rhode Island/ 1 280 New Jersey

29 388 South Carolina 530 New Mexico / New Mexico 1 239 Iowa

30 333 Texas 520 Washington ) 375 Virginia 1 227 California

31 200 Connecticut 490 Hawaii 371 Gectiva 1 215 Connecticut

32 055_ Oklahoma 430 Wyoming 358 Utah 1 131 North Dakota

33 000 Arizona 370 Kentucky 347 Arizona 1 045 Wyoming

34 000 Arkansas 350 Michigan 342 Connecticut 1 008 Nebraska

35

36

000

000

Delaware

Georgia

000

000

Arizona

Arkans as

342

342 errnont

907

887

New Mexico

Oklahoma

37 000 Hawaii 000 Delaware 340 Nevada 880 Hawaii

38 000 Indiana,- 000 Georgia .325 New Hampshire 392 Arkansas

39 000 Iowa 000 Indiana 297 Illinois 384 Rhode Island

40 000 Maine 000 Maine 298 Tiles 371 Georgia

41 000 Massachusetts 000 Massachusetts 292 Missouri 347 Arizona

42 000 Missouri 000 Missouri 284 California 342 Maine

43 000 Nebraska 000 Montana 250 North Carolina 342 Vermont

44 000 Nevada 000 Nevada 247 Pennsylvania 340 Nevada

45 - 000 New Hampshire 000 New Hampshire 248 Indiana 325 New Hampshire

48 000 New Mexico 000 North Carolina 248 Massachusetts .292 Missouri

47 000 North Carolina 000 Northsjaakota 237 Oklahoma r 250 North Carolina

48 MO, Rhode Island 000 Rhode Island 000 Delaware .. 248 Indiana

49 000 Vermont 000 South Dakota. 000 New Jersey 248 Massachusetts

50 000 Wyoming 4)00 Vermont 000 New York 000 Delaware

49 6 -)
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CHAPTER

GOA-1.5 AND EXPECTATADNS

Data were collected on the broad goals of.regionalism in each of the 36
states where the 'concept is getting attention irrpostsecondary policy forMulation.
Additionally, data were sought on the goals and more specific objectives of each
of the 98 regionalization actions identified throughout the states.' This chapter
presents both sets of data and attempts to draw some preliminary conclusions

.4 concerning the goals an expectations of both the general concept of regionalism
and the particular implementing actions used to make that concept operational.

It should be noted that goals and objective e reported, and then each is
ratedto indicate the relative weight of importan hed to those identified
(1 (very low) through 5 (very high)). All of the tab -this chapter present both
the total number (and percentage.) of respondents rtg each goal and also the
mean rating given to the respective goals.

Concepts

Table 4.1 displays the goals of regionalism for each of five designated
multi-state regions of the country. Q o eliminary'cornments are, needed con-
cerning the data presented there. (T ese comments also apply to similar table*
concerning thaconcept of regionali appearing in subsequent chapters.)"

First, the pei-cents shown are based on the number of states within, each
region that aria giving attention to the concept of regionalism, not on the total

. number of states in the region. For example, the figures for the Midwest are cal-
culated on the 11 states reporting attention to regionalism, not on the total num=
ber of 13 states in that region. (See Table 3.1 for a review. of which regions of the
country are the most active in their attention to regionalism.)

Second, the Ns reported (for each region as well as he total N) are larger
them the number of states reporting attention to regionalism. This is because both
SHEEO members and the directors of the 1202 Commissions provided informa--
tion for the study, and thus multiple sources of data were received for several
states. In all, data regarding goals for the concept of regionalism are reported for
41 respondents in 35 states.

4

From Table 4.1, it can be seen that for the country as a whole the major
goals of regionalism are related to economy of operationsimproving utilization
of postsecondary resources viewed in a total sense (4.43, 88 percent), improving
the cost-effectiveness of postsecondary operations in a strictly fiscal sense (4.21,
81 percent), and improving the coordination of academit program development,
ttius eliminating unnecessary duplibation (4.47, 90 pe Both the number of
respordeNts citing-these goals and thkattached weighti Oven to them support
this conclusion.

4
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TABLE 4.1

GOALS OF REGIONALISM, BY REGION OF THE UNITED STATES

.
0

.

GOALS .

REGIONS OF THE COU'NT'RY t
Entire

Country

41 rasps.;

36 states

Mean n %

.

Mid-Atlantic

-

3 rasps.; 3 states
. .

Mean n %

Midwest

14 rasps.;

11 states

Mean n %

New England. -

1 reap.; 1 state

Mean n %

South

14 rasps.;

11 states

' Mean n %

West

9 reaps.; 9 states

Mean n %

. ,

BROAD GOALS
...

-

Resource Utilization

Cost Effectiveness
.

$
Coordinate Program Development

Enhance

Access

Enhance Communication

Improve Long-Range Planning

New Coalitions

Protect Diversity

Promote Diversity _

i,

'
,

.
.

5.00 3 100

4.50 2 67

5.00 3 : 100

5.00 1 33

4.50 67

4.00 67

3.00 1 33
.

4.00 1 33

3.50 2 67

4.07 14 100

3.75 12 86

4.46 13 93

3.67 12 86

3.14 7 50

4.11 9 64

3.57 7 50

3.17 6 43.

2.57 7 50

.

5.00 1 100

0 0

4.00 1 100

3.00. 1 100

3.00 1 100

( 0 0

2.00 1 ' 100

0 0

= 0 0

,

4.50 12 86
Fe t

4.67 12 86

4.50 14 100

4.67 12 86

'3.64 11 79

3.91 '11 79

2.86 7 50 '.

3.44 9 64

3.75. 8 57

At

.

,

4.71 7 78

4.13 8 89

4.29 7 78

4.00 7 78'

4.20 5 66

3.67 4 67

3.00 4 44

2.67 r 33
2.20 5 56

.

.

.
...

.

4.43 37 90

4.21 34 83

4.47 38 93

4.12 33 80

3.65 26. 63
_..

4.04 - 28 68

3.10 20 49

3.25 19, 46

3.00 22 54

.

,

,

.
.71

N



Beyond these economic considerations, the next most frequently cited
(and highest rated) goal is expanding student access to postsecondary educational
Opportunity (4.12, 79 ikwcent). Other goalsimproving long-range plahning, en-
hancing interinstitutional communications, achieijng new institutional coalitions
to improve the organizational effectiveness of the institutions involved in region-
alization, protecting and promoting 'diversity and pluralism in a state's postsecon-
dary education systemare given less attention, - Still, these goals are given enough
attention to support the conclusion that regiohalism, to some extent at least, is
being pursued in the states for reasons not directly related to economic concerns.

A

For the most part, the general pattern described above for the goals of
regionalism seems to hold for each of the different regions of the countrythat is,
a major emphasis fen resource utilization an& related economic considerations,
with less but still strong attention to increasing access to postsecondary opportu-
nity. Beyond this general trend, the following regional analyses-can also be made:
the goal of improving long -range planning has a particularly strong rating (4.11) in
the Midwestit is the second highest rated goal in that region; in the South, more
importance is attached to the goal of access (4.67); regionalism efforts in the
South also seem to be more concerned, with promoting diversity (3.75) within
postsecondary education; regionalism in the West gives particular attention to in-
creased interinstitutional communications (4.20).

Designs, Manifestations, Operations

Data on the goals and obj*ives of the 98 specific regionalization actions
show_a general concurrence with tlit.data reported above for the concept of re-
gionalism. As shown in the total column of Table 4.2, economy of operations and
increased access are the major goals; however, attention to access (4.47, 85 per-
cent) is somewhat more emphasized for the implementing actions than for the
general concept of regionalism.

Table 4.2id the next four-tables (Tables 4.3 through 4.6) report the
gala's and objectives of the universe of regionalization actions as distributed on the
three principal elements discussed in Chapter III (geographic area, type of institu-
tion, academic program level) and as distributed on the various regionalization
patterns deVeloped in that same chapter. The regional interstate compacts are in-
cluded in these tables, but discussion of them is treated separately in a later"chap-,

-ter.

Table 4.2 displays the goals of regionalization actions according to the
geographic area (intrastate/whole state, intrastate/part(s) of state, interstate/entire
states, interstate/other) included in those actions. The data show interstate
actions as primarily concerned with access. Twenty-six of the 27 actions (96 per-
cent) report access as a goal (compared to 81 percent for intrastatelactions), with
a'strong mean rating of 4,46: Intrastate actions, on the other hand, seem to give
markedly more attention to the coordination of academic program development
than do the interstate actions. Eighty-four percent of intrastate actions cite the
elimination of program duplication as a goaljwith mean rating of 4.30), as com-
pared to 70 percent and 3.89 for interstate actions. Intrastate actions also give
more attention to the ,goals of increased interinstitutional communication,

53

72



I

TABLE 4.2

GOALS OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY GEOGRAIHIC AREA INCLUDED
..

GOALS

t

.
GEOGRAPHIC AREA

_

INTER-
STATE

COMPACTS

N = 4

Moen n

T 0 T A L

N = 98

Mean n %

INTRASTATE , .07 INTERSTATE

Whole State
N = 41

Moan n %

Perth) of
State
N = 26

Mean n %

TOTAL
.. N = 67

Mean a'

.

%

Entire States
N = 13

Mean n 16

Other
74 = 14

Mean n

.

%

TOTAL
N = 27

..

Mann %

BROAD GOALS - /
Resource Utilization 4.25 36 i8 4.41 22 85 4.31 58 87 4.00 11 86 4.45 11 79 4.23 22 81 5.00 3 75 4.33 83 85
Cost Effectiveness 4 16 3t ,76 3.30 20 ' 77 4.22_ 51 76 3.91 11 85 4.27 11 79 4.09 22 81 3.50 2 50 4.22 74 76
Coordinate Program Development 4,54 35 85 3.90 21 B1 4.30 56. 84 3.67 9 89 4.10 10 71 3.89 19 70 3.33 3 75 4:17 78 _80
Student Access 4.37 32 78 4 59 22 85 4.46' 54 81 4.33 12 92 4.57 14 100 4.46 26 96 4.67 3 75 4.47 83 85
Enhance Communication 3.82 28 GB 3.65 20 77 3.75 48 72 3.22 9 69 3.75 4 29 . 3.38 13 48 2.33' 3 75 3.61 64 65,
Improve Long-Range Planning ' 400 28 88 3.47 19 73 3.79 47 70 2.57 7 54 3.25 8 57 -2.93 15 56 2.33 3 75 3.52 85 66
Nei/ Coalitions 3 39 18 44 3.54 13 50 .3.45 31 46 2.67 3 23 3.75 -4 .29 .3.29 7 26 1.00 1 25 3.36 39 40
Protect Diversity 3.53 15 37 284 13 50 3.21 28 42 4.50 2 15 4.00 2 14 4.25 4 15 1.00, 1 25 3.27 33 34
Promote Diversity

,
330 10 24 2,37 8 31 2.89 18 27 3.40 5

.

38 3.00 z-, 2 14 3.29 7 26 2.50 2 50 3.00 27 28

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
, .

Coordinate All Programs. 4 11 19 46 2.87 8 31 3.74 27 40 4.50 2 15 5.00 2 1 .75 4 15 5.00 41..-25 3.91 32 33
Joint Academic Programs 3.33 12 29 3 81 16 62 3.60 28 42 5.00 4 30 3.60 5 36.0" 4.22 9 33 3.00 1 25 3.74 38 39
Coordinate Continuing Education 3.92 25 61 364 11 42 3.83 36 54 3.50 2 15 3.00 1 7 3.33 3 1 3.00 2 50 3.76 41 42
Coordinate VocationalTechnical Education 4.30 20 '49 300 4 15, 4.08 24 36 1/ 8 3.00 1 7 3. 7 2.00 1z 25 4.04 27 28

Coordinate ilbremunity College Education 3.62 13 32 3.80 5 19 3.67 18 27. 3. t' 8 3.00 1 7 3. 2', 7 2.00 1 25 3.43 21 21

Coordinate Educational TV 386 7 17 3 67 6 23 3.77 13 19 0 0 2.00 1 7 ,2.00. 1 4 0 0 3.64 14 14

Coordinate Educational Radio 3.67 3 7 3.67 3 12 3.67 6 9 0 0 2.00 1 7 2.00 1 4 0 0 3.43 7 7

Coordinate Audiovisual Equipment 5.00 1 2 4.00 4 15 4.20 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 ,1:1 0 0 4.20 5 5

Coordinate Computer Insfructional Services 250 2 5 4.20 5 19 3.71 7 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.71 7 7

Coordinate Other Instructional Resources 500 1 2 3.67 3 12 4.00 4 6 0 0 0 0 9.71 0 0 0 4.00 4 4

Coordinate Data Processing
.

.

3.00 5 12 3.00 .3 12 3.00 8 12 3.00

_

1 8 0 0 3.00 1 4

N.

3.00 I 25 3.00 10 10

. I . . .

.

4IP
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improved long-range plAning, and achievement of new institutional coalitions. In
sum, intrastate regionalization actions seem to be much more multidimensional in
their goal emphasis than are interstate actions.

Within trie intrastate category, a further differentiation is possible. Most
of the emphasis on program development for intrastate actions comes from those
actions involving the whole state. Such actions have a mean rating of 4.54'^for the
goal of program development; actions involving part(s) of a state,-a mean rating of
3.90. Actions including the whole state in their coverage also give a higher rating
(4.00) to the goal of improving long-range planning (although a higher percentage
of part-state actions, 73 percent, cite this goal).

There appears to be no major goal differences within the interstate cate-
gory between actions involving entire states-4HW those involving less than entire
states. Both types of interstate actions give extremely strong attention to the ac-
cess issueboth in terms of the number of actions citing that goal and the mean
rating given to it The only notable difference is on the goal of increased inter-
stitutional communications. A much higher percentage of actions involving entire
states cite this goal i69 percent to 29 percent); but interstate actions involving less
than entire states give increased communications a higher rating (3.75 to 3.22).

Table 4.3 reports the goals of regionNization actions by the types of in-
stitutions included in those actions. The data show the pattem'of attention to
economy of operations and access to be repeated for both the public and private
sectors and for all segments (two-year and four-year) of postsecondary institutions.

Beyond this general conclusion, some further analyses can be made. First,
those regionalization actions involving only public institutions have a higher rating
(4.44) on the goal of improved cost-effectiveness than do the comprehensive ac-
tions that include both public and private institutions (4.00). Simply put, the
public-only actions are more concerned with money matters, while the compre-
hensive actions give more attention to communications among institutions.
Seventy-one percent of these comprehensive actions cite the communications goal
(3.68), as compared to 59 percent of the public actions (3.50).

Within the public-only category, the emphasis on economic considerations
comes largely from those actions involving four-year institutions. These actions
are rated considerably higher on the resource utilization (4.67) and cost-
effectiveness (4.80) goals than those actions involving only two-year institutions
(3.87 and 4.00, respectively). The latter seem to be most concerned with access
(4.14) and acader6ic program development (4.12).

Table 4.4 presents the distribution of goals according to the academic prb-
gram level involved. Six categories are used: all levels, graduate only, baccalau-
reate, and above, undergreckyte, associate and certificate, and noncredit only.

The goals of regionalization do not seem to vary' appreciably according to
7 the different program leVels involved. For each of the six categories, the

economic related goals and the access goal are, almost without exception, the
ioals§iven most attention. However, the actions for graduate programs give a very
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TABLE 4.3

GOALS OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION INCLUDED
1

.4

GOALS
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

4-Yeas
N 14

Nun n %

2Yeer
2

Mean n %

244.Year
N 36

Wan n %

BROAD GOALS

R4604,NCO installsOn 400 10 71 350 2 100 4 50 32 69
Cost Effectiveness 4 18 11 79 450 2 100 389 27 75
Coordinate Program Development 4 57 7 50 450 2 100 4 10 31 86
Student Access 462 13 93' i5o 2 100 450 30 83
Enhance Communication 3 ISO 6 43 500 1 50 3 77 30 83
'mimosa Long Range Planning 350 8 57 500 2 )00 3 37 27 75
New Coalitions 380 5 36 400 1 50 316 19 53
Protect Diversity 375 4 29 200 1 50 3 07 15 42
Promote Diversity 350 2 14 200 1 50 275 12 33

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

Coordinate An Program. 450' 2 14 0 0 390 20 56
Joint Academic Ptcqrarn. 4 13 8 57 0 0 347 17 47
Coordinate Continuing Education 333 3 21 500 1 60 388 21, 50
Coordinate Vocational Technical Education 200 1 7 500 2 100 317 6 17
Coordinate Community College Education t 1 50 2 14 4 00 1 50 344 .9 -25
Coordinate Education* T 200 1 7 0 0 438 8 22
Coordinaut,Educational R o 200 1 7 0 0 500 3 8
Coordinate Auchove..* E went 0 0 0 0'- 500 3 8
Coordinate Commie*, 1 ucuonal Services 0 0 0 0 383 6 17
Coordinate Omer Ins 'anal Resources 0 0 0 0 500 1 3
Coordinate Data Pr ng 300 1 7 300 1 50 367 3 8

INSTITUTIONAL TYPE

TOTAL
N 52

Mesa n %

veer
IL 14

Moen n

4 34 44 85
400 40 77
4 20 40 77
4 53 45 87
388 37 71
349 37 71

332 25 48
3 15 20 38
210 15 29

4 67 12
A.80 10
418 11
4 21 14
3.56 9
3 57 7
340 5
375 4
400 3

3411' 22 42 450
368 25 48 438
3.84 25 48 3 67
344 9 17 350
317 12 350
4 11 -9.--Ar '350
4 25 1:41:711-- 300
5.00' fA),,
383 IS 12
500 .1 2 300
340 5 10 300

iso

2

8
8
2
2
2
1

0
0

1

)

76

PUBLIC ONLY

%

2Year
,N .10

Mean n %

244-Yeat
N 20

Man n %

TOTAL
N44

Mean n

86 3 87 It so 4 24 17 86 4.30 37
71 4 00 7 70 4 40 15 75 4.44 32
79 412 8 80 4.06 17 86 411 36

100 4 14 r 7 70 475 16 80 4.43 37
64 300 4 40 362 13 06 350 26
50 3110 5 50 3.53 15 75 3.56 27
36 3.33 3 30 340 5 p. 3.46 13
29 1 50 2 20 3 86 7 35 346 13
22 2 67 3 30 333 6 30 3.33 12

14 3 50 2 20 3.40 5 25 3 67 9
57 250 2 20 3 33 3 * 3.86 13
4.3 300 330 3.88 7 36 3.63 16
11 438 8 80 4 43 7 35 429 17
14 3 75 4 40 400 3 15 378 9
14 0 0 233 3 15 2.80 5

7 0 0 2.00 2 10 2.33 3
0 0 0 1 00 2 10 400 2
0 0 0 300 1 5 300 1

14 il 0 500 1 5 3 67 3
7 300 2 20 200 2 10 260 5

PRIVATE" ,JINCLAIN-
ONLY FIED

AYter -
A 1

Mena n %

TOTAL

N1 N

Marta % Meem %

20
30
36
39
20
11

7
5

2
7

11

5.00 1 100
gm 1 100
400 1 100
300 1 100

4.00 1 100 4.33 83

00 'I 100 4.17 78
1 100 4.22 74

to 0 4.47 83
S1 100 3.61 64
1 100 3.62 65

300 1 100 3.36 39
0 0 3.27, 33
0 0 3.00 27

500 1 100 391 32 33
O 3 74 38 39
O 376 41 42

500 -100 4.00 27 28
343 21 21
364 14 14
3 43 7 7

4 20 5 5
371 7 7
4.00 4 4
300 10 10



TABLE CA

GOALS OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL INCLUDED

I

,BROAD GOALS

GOALS

Resource Utilization
Cost Effectiveness
Coordinate Program Development
Student Access
Enhance Communication
Improve Long-Range Planning
New Coalitions
Protect Diversity
Promote Diversity

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

Coordinate All Programs
Joint Academic Programs
Coordinate Continuing Education
Coordinate VocationalTeaMical Education
Coordinate Community College Education
Coordinate Educational TV
Coordinate Educational Radio
Coordinate Audiovisual Equipment
Coordinate Computer Initructional Services
Coordinate Other Instructional Resources
Coordinate Data Processing

All Levels
N -41

Mew n %

4.54 35 85
.A.00 29 71

-4.05- 37 90
4.65 34 83
3.61 33 80
3.48 20 71

3.20 20 49
365 17 41
3 21 14- 34

4.06 17 41
3.53 15 37
400 21 51
3 13 8 20
350 8 20
4 20 5. 12
433 3 7

4.33 3 7

433 3 7

500 2 5
300 5 12

Graduate Only
N =17

Mean n

4.31 13 76
454 13 76
4.33 9 53
4 74 17 100
343 7 41
3.57 7 41
3.25 4 24.-
4 00 2 12
400 2 12

4.67 3 18
390 10 59
3.67 3 18

0 0
0 0

333 3 18
200 1 6

0 0
200 1 6
400 1 6

0 0

ACADEMIC
Baccalaureate

Ind above
N = 8

Mean n %

4 71 7 88
3.83 6 75
4 29 7 88
4.43 7 88
3.83 6 75
3.40 5 63
360 5 63
3.33 3 38
267 3 38

4001 1 13
4 67 6 75
3.50 4 50
3.00 1 13
2.002 2 26
4.00 2 2
3.00 1 3

0 0
0 0

200 1 13
3.00 1 13

PROGRAM LEVEL
Under-

graduate
N =7

Mean n

Associate and
Certificate

N = 18

Mean n %

Nonaedit
only
N = 3

Mean n %

4.17 6
4.50 6
4.17 6
5.00 5
3.67
2.50 6
4.00 2
2.67. 3
1.00 1

2.50 2 29
3. 2 29
3.00 43
3.00 1 4

1 14
5.00 1 14
5.00 1 14
5.00 1 14

5.00 1 14
0 0
0 0

3.88 18
4.29 14
4.40 15
4.29 14
3.25 8
3.92 12
3.33
1.75 4
2.25 4

4.17 6 33
3.33 3 17
3.67 _ 6 33
4.57 14 TB
4.13 8 44

O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0

. 0 0
3.00 3 17

e-

3.33 3 100
4.67 3 100
4.00 2 67
5.00 3 100
5.00 2 67
4.33 3 100
3.00 1 33
4.50 2 67
4.00 2 67

O 0
O 0

4.50 2 67
4,67 3 100

O 0
1.00 1 33
1.00 1 33

O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0

4.67 3 75
4.33 3 75
3.50 2 50
3.33 3 75
3.50 2 50
3.33 3 75
5.00 1 25
2.00 2 50
2.00 1 25

Unclassified
N = 4

Mean n %

TOTAL

N=1113,

Moen n

4.33 83
4.22 74
4.17 78
4.47 83
3.61 64
3.52 65
3.36 39
3.27 33
3.00 27

2.67 3 75 3.91 32
2.50 2 50 .3.74 38
2.50 2 50 3.76 41

0 0 4.04 27
3,50 2 raw 3.43 .21
3.00 2 50 3.84 14

0 0 rt3 7

3.00 1 25 4.20 5
3.00 2 50 3.71 7

0 0 4.00 4

3.00 1 *25 3.00 10

33
39
42

21
1

1

4
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high rating (4.54) to the goal of improved cost effectiveness, while actions involv-
ing only associate degree and certificate programs give emphasis (4.40) to coordi-
nating program developmen). Many graduate programs are of the high-cost, low-
demand variety, and thus the strong attention to economic considerations in
planning for those programs is to be expected.,

In Table 4.5, the goals of regionalization are reported for each of seven'
regionalization patternsthose patterns developed from the principal elements of
geographic area and institutional type.

The comprehensive-A intrastate regionalization pattern (whole state, all
institutions) gives strongest attention (4.53) to coordination of program develop-
ment. Regionalization actions for all institutions within a specific intrastarea
or areas (the partial/alsegments regionalizatibn pattern) do not show that el of
attention to program coordination (3.64).

The public comprehensive regionalization pattern (whole state, all public
institutions), although giving strong attention to program development (4.50),

%rates even higher the goals of increased access (4.88) and improved cost-
effectiveness (4.83). These seem to be repeating concerns of public authorities
to extend access to postsecondary educational opportunity, but to do so in a man-
ner that is as cost-effective as possible.

Community college , regionalization actions also rate high (4.40)-on the
program development and coordination goal. This emphasis seems to be particu-
larly active in relation to the specific objective of coordinating vocational-
technical education programs (4.50). Additionally, it can be noted that the
community q6 I I eg e regionalization pattern gives relatively weak attention to
cost- effective hen considerations (3.00).

For interstate regionalization actions, both the reciprocity-A (entire states,
all public instituttins) and contracts-A patterns (less than entire states, all four-
year institutions) Mare a common emphasis on access. It is the highest rated goal
for each.

Finally, Table 4.6 displays the goals of regionalization for the six selected
regionalization patterns developed from the principal elements of geographic area
and academic program level.

.The compreheniive-Ektegionalization pattern (whole state, all program
levels) gives highest attention (4.53) to the coordination of program development.
The associate pattent.also gives this goal top priority (4.42), with a particular em-
otions on coordinating vocational - technical educational programs (4.67).

Those regionalization actions for all program levels within a specific intra-
state geographic area(s) (the partial/broad pattern) rate increased access as the top
priority (4.88). Inte ingly, for those regionaliiation actions for specific pro-

/ gram levels withi ific intrastate region (the partial/specific pattern) the goal
emphasis shifts from access to cost-effectiveness considerations (4.80).
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TABLE 4.5

GOALS, BY TYPE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTION

G 0' A L S

. ,

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS. GEOGRAPHY AND INSTITNOtli

INTER-
STATE

COAIPACTS

N . 4

Mem n

OTHER

N.38

Mean a %

/
T 0 T A I.

NAM

a S

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE

Comproben-
som-A
N .18

Mean.- n %

Public Cdre-
preitereive

N . 9

Moan n S

Community
Canoe
N . 6

Mien n %

Panel/Ail
$egments
N . 12

Mean n '1111/416

Partial/Pub*
Senior
N . 5

Mean n S

-
Reciprocity -A

N .6

Mesa S

Canavan-A
N .8

Moen a S

BROAD GOALS

Resource Utilization
Cost Effectiveness
CoorlInate Program Development
Studio Access
Enhance Cornmunocation
Improve Long-Range Planning
New Coalman
ProtecrDiversitv
Promote Diversity

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

Coordinate All Programs
Joint. Academic Programs
Coordinate Continuing Education
Coordinate Vocational Technical Education

. Coordinate Community College Education
Coordinate Educational TV
Coordinate Educational Radio
Coordinate Audiovisual Equipment'
Coordinate Computer Instructional Services
Coordinate Other Instructional Resources
Coordinate Data Processing

t

s

4 31 16 89
4 07 14 78
453 15 83
429 14 78
3 71 14 78
3 77 13 72
300 10 56
333 8 33
350 4 22

4 25 12 67
3.38 8 44
392 12 67
350 4 22
380 5 27
4 40 5 27
500 2 11

500 1 6
250 2 11

500 1 6
300 1 6

8 89
4 8,3 6 87
450 8 89
488 8 89
4 67 6 87
450 6 67
400 2 22
420 5 56
3 67 3 33

3 67 3 33
500 1 11

4 60 5 56
4 BO 5 56
300 1 11
100 1 11

1 00 1 11

0 0
0 0
0 0
Q 0

75 4,
3 00 3
4.40 5
3 67 3
300 3
3 67 3
400 2
200 1

200 1

350
2.00 1

3.00
4 50
3 75

.

300

\

67
50
83
50
50
50
33
17
17

2 33
17
50

100
67
0
0
0
0
0

33

4 55 11 100
3 70 10 83
364 11 100
440 10 83
4.09 11 100
3.00 9 75
3 71 7 58
2.86 7 58

.2.00 5 42

283 6 50
3 57 7 58
4.00 7 68
300 1 8
333 3 25
4.33 3 25
500 1 6
500 2 17

4.50 4 33
0 0

5.00 1 8

4.75 4 80
500 3 60
4.20 5 100
480 5. 100
3.20 5 100
3.75 4 80
4.00 2. 40
3.50 2 40
4.00 2 40

0 0
4.50 4 80
4.00 1 20

0 0
0 0

300 1 20
300 1 20

0 0
0 0

3.00 2 40
0 0

3.80
3.80
3.40
5.00
2.80
2.00

3.00

'
.

83
83
83
83
83
83
0
0

50

0

4.33 6 75
4.00 7 - 87
4.40 5 63
4.50 8 100
3.87 3 38
3.00 5 83
4.00 3 38
4.00 2 25
.3.00 1 12

5.00 1 12
0 3.50 4 50

,v.\ 3.00 1 1.2
0 0

1.00 1 ,12
2.00 1 12
2.00 1 12

0 0
0 0
0
0

\

5.00 3 75
3.50 2 50
3.33 3 75
4.673 75
2.33 3 75
2.33 3 75
1.00'41 26
1.00 1 25
2.50 2 50

5.00 1 25
3.00 1 25
3.00 2 50
2.00 1 25
2.00 1 25

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

3.00 1 25

4.31 26 87
4.67 24 80
4.14 21 70
4.28 27 90
3.57 14 47
4.00 17 57
3.17 12 40
322 9 30
3.17 6 20

4.14 7 23
4.00 12 40
3.40 10 33
3.90 10 33
3.67 6 20
3.33 3 10
300 1 3
3.00 2 7
3.00 1 3
600 1 3
4.00 5 17

'83 86
4 74 76

17 78 80
.47 83 85

3.131 64 66
3.52 66 86
3.36 39 40
3.27 33 34
3.00 V 28

3.91 32 33
3.74 38 39
3.78. 41 42
4.04 27 28
3.43 21 21

3.84 14 14
3.43 7 7
420 5 5
3.71 7 7
4.00 4 4
3.00 10 10

. 4

79
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TABLE 4.6

O

GOALS, BY TYPE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTION

GOALS

. .
REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS: GEOGRAPHY AND PNOGRAM LEVEL

Intimate
Connects

N -4

Wen n %

Other
N . 25

Moen n %

N

Total
N -98

ten n %

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE

Comprehensive-8
N . 19

Mean ( n %

Associate
N - 13

Wen n %

Pertiel/Broed
N . 12

Mean n %

Partial/U=10c
N-'12

Mean n %

Reciprocity-8
N -5

Mean n %

Contrecb-8
t4 .6

Mean n %

BROAD GOALS ' -..
- " -Utilization 450 16 84 400 11 85 4 78 75 4 18 11 92 400 5 100 4.20 5 62 5.00 3 75 4.26 23 92 4.33 83 86/lios°wcestEffectiveness 4 23 13 68 4 00 9 69 3 75 67 4.80 10 83 3.40 5 100 4 67 8 75 3 50 2 50 4.24 21 84 4.22 74 76Coordinate Program Development 4 5.1 17 89 4 42 12 92 390 1 83 400 9 75 3.20 5 100 4.00 4 50 3.33 3 75 4.22 18 72 4.17 78 80Student Access 444 16 84 4 11 9 69 4.88 67 4.50 12 100 4.80 5 100 4.25 8 '100 4.67 3 75 4.32 22 88 447 83 116Enhance Communication 3.80 15 79 329 7 54 3.89 75 3 44 . 9 75 320 5 100 4.00 1 12 2.33 3 75 3.87 15 60 3.61 64 85Improve Long-Range Planning 3 91 11 511 389 9 89 400 87 3 11 9 75 2.40 5 100 2.87 3 37 2.33 3 75 3.76 17 88 3.52 66 66New Coalitions 3 36 11 58 ,- 360 5 38 333 50 350 6 50 300 1 20 300 1 12 1.00 1 25 3.60 8 32 3.36 39 40Protect Diversity' 380 10 53 200 3 23 360 42 250 6 50 5.00 1 2/ 400 1 12 1.00 1 25 350 6 24 3 33 34Promote Diversity 350 6 32 200 2 15 ' 3.00 17 240 5 42 325 --/4 00 0 0 2.50 2 50 3.33 6 24 . 27

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES ,
1 .

Coordinate All Programs 400 11 58 4 17 6 3 75 4 33 2.50 2 17 . 5.00 1 12 5.00 1 25 3 71 7 28 3 91 32 33Joint Academic Programs 350 8 42 350 2 15 360 5 42 4 22 9 75 200 2 25 3.00 1 25 400 11 44 3.74 38 39Coordinate Continuing Education 4 14 14 74 3 67 46 4.00 5 42 3 75 4 33 . 0 0 3.00 2 60 3,0 10 40 3.76 41 42Coordinate Vocational Technical Education 3 25 5 28 4 67 1 92 350 2 17 400 2 17 0 0 2.00 1 25 4. 5 x 4.04 27 28Coordinate Community College Education 3 40 5 26 3 75 62 450 2 17 300 1 8 0 0 2.00 1 25 2.76 4 16 3 43 21 21Coordinate Educational TV 450 4 21 0 300 1 8 4 25 3 25 2100 1 12 0 0 3.00 5 20 3.64 14 14Coordinate Educational Radio 500 2 10 0 300 1 8 4.90 2 17 200 1 12 0 0 1.00 1 4 3.43 7 7Coordinate Audiovisual Equipment 500 1 5 0 ' 400 2 17 500 1 8 0 0 0 0 3.00 1 4 4.20 5 5Coordinate Computer Instructional Services 300 1 5 0 500 2 17 500 1 8 0 0 0 0 2.67 3 12 3 71 7 7Coordinate Other Instructional Resources 500 1 5 0 500 1 8 3.00 2 17 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 4.00 4 4Coordinate Data Processing 300 2 10 300 23 300 2 17 0 0 0 0 3.00 1 25 3.00 2 8 ' 3.00 10 10
.
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For those interstate regionalization patterns within the geography by
program level classification displayed in Table 4.6, again the emphiasis is on access.
Every interstate action noted cites increased access to postsecondary educational
opportunity as a major goal. Reciprocity actions (entire states, all program levels)
rate the 'access goal very high (4.80); the contract actions (less'ithan entire states,
graduate programs only) similarly give strong attention to access (4.25), but rate
cost- effectiveness considerations even higher (4.67).

4

Questions of Special Interest

Goals Related to Source of Authority

As noted in Chapter I, this study includes only those regional arrangements .
that in some way are recognized officially by one or more agencies in a state.
diven this criterion, the (highest) source of authority for each of the 98 regionali-
zation actions was identified and clasSified into one df four 6tegories: (1) legis-
latiye, (2) 'administrative, (3Nnstitutional, op.(47teveral (i.e., actions with,meiltiple
so4ces of authority, each with equal weight). Chapter V discusses in detail find-
ingt about the varying authority bases for regionalism. Here, only a brief eX,111111*-

Jtion is made of what impact, if any, the source of authority for regionalization
'actions has on the goals that are fOrmulated for those actions.

Table 4.7 shows tht.distribution of goals relted to the sources of author-
_ ity. Regionalization.actions within each of .44- three mater categories of authority

are somewhat similar in that they all give strcog attention to economic considera-
tions,and access. Nevertheless, the data do show some rather interesting compari-
sons among actions with different sourcestg authority.

For exampleand somewhat surpritinglyregionalization actions with
legislative authorization report concern with access as the top-rated goal (4.46),
while c'Opt-effectiveness gets a relatively low rating (3.88). Those actions autho-
rized by'a unit of government with administrative authority simirirly rate access
as the highest goal (4.68), althoughlhese,aeSs also give strong attention to cost-
effectiveness consideratio-ns (4.55). Conve, regionalization actions with'only
institutional authorization (but still recognized at the_ state levelr rate cost-

! effectiveness as their Major goal (438). Although less, than the rating given to
cost- effectiveness by administratively .authorized actions, these data nevertheless
show a serious concern by institutional interests with economy of Operations and
related matters.

Several other comparisons are noteworthy. The goal of increased interin-
stitutionalstitutional cominonications is rated highest (4.00) by actions with institutional
authorization. ,Long -range planning is most highly rated (3.96) by,actions

.0 administrative authorization. -Finally, goals,dealing with promoting and protecting
diversity within' postsecondary education 'are rated highest by administritively-
authorized actions and lowest by institutionally-authorized'actions.

O

r



o)

84

el

TABLE 4.7

GOALS OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY SOURCE OF AUTHORITY

, .
HIGHEST LEVEL,/7 OF AUTHORIZATION 1

T 9 T A L
14 = 98

Mean , n , 'X,

GOALS It

.

Legislative
N = 34

,

-Mien n % ,

Administrative -
N' =40

Mean n %

- -tfistiiutional
N = 11

,

Mean n %

Several
N =11

Mean n %

Unclassi fied
N 4 2

Mean n %

.
.

OAD GOALS
4,

A
R urce Utilization 4.07 7927''79 4.44. 34 85 '4.36 11 100 4.60 10 91 4.00 1 50 4. ' 4 85
Cost Effectiveness . 3.88 26 76 4.55 31 78 4.38 8 73 4.00 8 73 3.00 1 50 4.22 74 76

, Coordinate Program Development 4.13 24. 11 ,, 4.Z9 34 85 3.90 10 91 4.00 9 82'. 5.00 1 50 4.17 78 80
Student Access li46 . 26 76 4.68 34 85 4.18 11 100 4.18 11 100 4.00 1 50 4.47 83 85
Enhance Communication 3.0V__ 20 59 . 3.93 28 ZO 4.00 9 82 3.57 7 64 0 0 a.61 64 65
Improve Long-Range Planning , 3.23' 22 3.96 27 68 3.29 7 64 3.13 8 73 3.00 1 50 3.52 65 66
New Coalitions 3.47' 15* 44 3.43 14 35 3.40 p 45 3.00 5 -45, 0 0 3.36 39 40
Protect Diversity . 3.20 1 29 3.19 -14 35 2.25 4 36 3.00 4 - 36 2.00. 1 50 327 33 34
Promote Diversity

a
3.00 8 24 3.67 12 10 1.50 2 18 2.00 5 45 0 0 3.00 27 28

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
a

.
.

Coordinate All Programs 4.57 7 21 3.85 13 33 3.80 *5 45 3.50 6 55 3.00 1 50 3.91 32 33
Joint Academic Programs 4.50 10 29 "3.27 15 38 -3.75 8 73 3.60 5 , 45 . 0. 0 3:74 -38 39
Coordinate Continuing Education 3.60 10 29 4.12 17 43 3.29 7 64 3.50 6 55 4.00 1 50 3.76 41 42
Coordinate Vocational-TechnicarEducation 4.42. 7 21 4.20 10 25 ' 4.25 4 36 2.50 4 36 4.50 2 1( 0. 4.04 27 28
Coordinate Cominunity College Education - 3.63 8 24 3.401 5 12 3.00 3 27 2,33 3 27 0.00 2, 100 3.41 21 21

Coordinate. ducational TV 3.67 ..3 9 . 3.14 7 17 ' 4.50 2 18 4.50 2 18 T* 0 . 0 3.64 14 14

Coordinate Educational Radio .4.00 2 6 2.75 4 10 0 0 5.00' 1 ' 9 ' 0 ,0 3. .7 7

Coordinate Audiovisual Equipment 3.00 1 ' 3 4.33 3 8 0 0 5.00 1 9 0 . 0 4 : 6. -5

Coordinate Computer Instructional Services 3.00 1 3 4.00 4 10 , 0 0 3.50 2'' 18 0 0 3. -,- 7 7

Coordinate Other Instructional Resources 5.00 2 6 4.00 -1 2 , 0 0 2.00 1 9 0 0 4.00 4' 4

Coordinate Data Processing 1.00 1 ) 3 3.33 6 15 3.00 ., y 18 3.00 1 9 0 0 3.00 10 10

, . . .
*

.
. .
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Goals Related to Age of Regionalization Actions

Although regionalism per se is a relatively new concept within postsecon-
dary education planning circles, a number of regionalization actions have been
operationai in theltates for five or more years. The design of this particular study -40t

did .nilt permit an analysis of how goals might change over a period of time. How-
ever, the question could be asked: Does age or operational maturity have an im-
pact on the goals of regionalization, as those goals are known to exist in academic
year 1977-78?

Table 4.8displays the distribution of goals over several grottos of regionali-
zation actions with varying degrees' of operational maturity: The data show goals_

;to be relatively consistent for actions of different age. Cost-effectiveness, prOgram
development, and student access are rated fairly consistently for the different im-
plementing years, with a few minor diffarences.

\

For example, the ratings for the goals of interinstitutional communica-
lonvange planning,,new coalitions, and protecting diversity all are higher

for actions implemented in more recent yearsalthough the percentage of actions
citing, hese goals decreases withnewer actions or is at best stable.,

Goal Emphases in the Case States

The eight caseitates can be classified into three rather distinct groups with
regard to the broad goalthat they hold for the concept of regionalismor at least
for how those goals are perceiVed by various postsecondary interests in the states
and reported in the many interviews conducted for this study. It is apparent that
the major goal emphasis for some states is on money mteq--Tesource utilization,
cost-effectiveness, program duplication, and other related economic considera-
tions. In other states, quite the opposite is true, and regionalism efforts are con
cerned primarily with access to postseconddry opportunity and even the quality
of programs offeredmatters quite removed from the strictly dollars and cents
issues. Finally, some states show a multiple goal emphasis for regionalism; with
several goals seemingly of equal importance.

California; New York, and Pennsylvania seem most concerned with the
economic aspect of regionalism in postsecondary education. In California,
ecoho i elated goals were cited in the interviews twice as often as other goals.
Most, of th discussion concerned the intersegmental postsecondary structure that
exists in t at state and the need to eliminate interseginental barriers and jurisdic-
tional lines that lead to unnecessary duplication among the different systems..
Likewise in New York, the goal* of increasing efficiency within postsecondary edu-

.

cation was mentioned twice as frequently as any other goal. And in Penrisylvania,
the major theme to emerge from the discussion of goals was economy of opera-

, tions, with particular attention to improving the coordination Of academic pro-
gram development to eliminate unnecessprogrammatieduplication.

The goal emphasis of regionalism as reported forIllinois and Minnesota is
in marked contrast to these strictly economic considerations. Although,
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aS TABLE 4.8

GOALS, BY AGE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

-GOALS
DATE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

Not
I mplemented

N -29

Mean n

1977
N 3

Mean n %

1975 - 76
N 17

Mean n

1973 - 74
N 15

Mean n %

Before 1973
N -34

Mesh n %

TOTAL
"N 98

Mean n %

Cost

ROAD GOALS

Resourrejt :z:tion
E

mate Program Development
t Access

Enhance Communication
Improve Long-Range Planning
New Coalitions
Protect Diversity
Pfornote diversity

CIFIC OBJECTIVES

Coordinate All Programs
Joint Academic Programs
CoOrdinate Continuing Education
Coordinate Vocational:Technical Education
Coordinate Community College Education
Coordinate-Educational TV
Coordinate Educational Radio
Coordinate Audiovisual Equipment
Coordinate Computer Instructional Services
Coordinate Other Instructional Resources
Coordinate Data Processing ,

J

-4.35 23 79
3.84 19 66
4.15 20 69
4,45 22 75
3.20 15 52
3.88 16 55
3.25 8 28
2.80 5 17
3.50 4 14

3.50 10 34
2.57 7 24
3.50 10 34
4.13 8 28
3.71 7 24
4.00 2 7

0 0
3:00 1 3
3.00 1 3

0 0
3.33 3, 10

3.50 2 67
5.00 2 67
4.00 2. 67
5.00 3 100
3.00 1 33
3.00 2 67
2.50 2. 67

0 0
0

0 0
3.00 1 33

0 0
,5.00 1 33

0 0
0 0
0 0
0' 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

3.81 16 94
4.31 16 94
4.17 14 82
4. 15 88
4.20 10 59
4.00 12 71
3.71 7 41
3.83 6 3fi
3.00 6 36

4.50 4 24
4.75 4 24
4.83 6 36
4.50 8 47
4.25 4 24

0 0
0 0

5:00 1 6
5.00 1 6

0 0
3.00 1 6

4.38 13 87
4.58 12 80
4.15 13 87
4.36 14 93
3.75 12 80
3.67 12 80
3.50 8 53
'3.50 6 40'
3.20 5 33

4.00 4 .27
4.14 7- 47
4.25. 4 '27
4.00 2 13
3.00 2 13
3.50' 2
3.00 1 7'

0 0
2.00 1 7
4.00 1 i 7
2.00 1' 7

4.62 29 85
4.20 25 74
4.10 29 85
4.59 29 85
3.58 26 76
'3.00 23 68
3.21 14 41
3.13 16 47
2.75 12 35

4.00 14 41
3.84 19 56
3.48 21 62
3.38 8 24
2.88 8 24
3.60.10 29
3.50 6 18
2.60 3 9
400 -4 12
4.00 3 9
3.00 "8-15

4.33 83 86
4.22 74 76
4.17 78 80
4.47 83 85
3.61 64 65
3.52 65 66
3.36 39 40
3.27 33 34
3.00 27 78

3.91 32 33
3.74 38 39
3.76 41 42
4.04 27 28
3.43 21 2
3.64 14 14
3.43 7 7
4.20 5 5
3.71 7 '7
4.00 4 4
3.00 10 10
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cost-effectiveness, was given strong attention in the interviews in Illinois, the
conclusion seems warranted that goals for regionalismin that state go far beyo44.0
these economic concerns.. Regionalism is being pursued to provide greater access
to postsecondary opportunities and to increase the quality of postsecondary pro-
grams by drawing on a broader base of financial and intellectual resources in the
state. The pattern in Minnesota is similar but even more pronounced. All but two
interviewees in that state cited efforts to Inease access to postsecondary educa-
tional opportunities as the major goal for regionalism efforts. That kind.of con-
sensus on goals was not)Sten found in the case States.

Louisiana, Ohio, and Utah had somewhat rnif mixed goals for regional-
ism. in each of these states, no one goal or set of goals was emphasized. Rather,.
several goalsthose relating primarily to economic considerations as well as those
concerned- with accki, quality, and other matterswere given apprdximitely
equal weight in the interviews.

Finally, it should be noted that data were also sought in each of tie case
states on the process involved in the development and formulation of theals for
regionalism. And although the case states do differ in their major goals; they
nevertheless do exhibit a strong similarity in how those goals were formulated and
made known. In each case state, the initiative for developing and promulgating
the, goals of regionalism has been assumed largely by various state-level offices. In
short, the goals for regionalismwithin the case states, at leasthave emerged as a
function of leadership exercised by" state-level postsecondarY interests within the
context of various state-lever planning processes. -

Official Goals and Operative Goals

vr
Within organizational theory, a distinction is often made between official

goals and operative goals (Perrow, 1961). Official goals are those purposes of an
organization that are put forth in the charter, annual reports, and other authorita-
tive announcements. Operative goals, on the other hand, designate the ends
sought through the actual operating policies of the organization. They tell the in-
terested observer What the organization actually is trying to accomplish, regardless
of what the official goals say the organization is trying to accomplish.

Even before the present study w4 undertaken, the authors had ample.
evidence that state-level educational agencies were assuming an active role in post-
secondary, regionalism 'developments (Martorana and McGuire, 1976). Thus, an
attempt was made in the interviews to determine whether or not the various post-
secondary educational interests in the case states perceive any differences between
the officially-stated goals of the state-level, interest in regionalism and what they
believe the operative goals of the development to be. Stated differently, are there
any "hidden agendas" ,tothe state-level attention, to regionalisma, more cor-
rectly, do postsecondary interests in the case states perceive any such "hidden
agendas"? /

- 4
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In three statesCalifornia, New York, and PennsylvaniaintervieweeS
responded in the affirmative. That is, they didleel that there were significant dif-
ferences between the officially stated goals of regionalism and what state-level in-
terests were actually trying to accomplish in these efforts. In California, the
interviews showed that Various postsecondary interests perceive regionalism to be
a direct challenge to existing postsecondary organizational structures. At the seg-
mental level, leadership see regionalism in its extreme form as an attemptto dis-
mantle the current tripartite structure; institutional interests see regionalism as a
very real threat to autonomy. In N York, leadership of the State University of
New York (SUNY) perceive regio ism efforts tly t . Board of Regents as a
threat to its authority over the component parts of the U iversity throughout the
state. At the opus level, the public institutions fear t t regionilism, as pro-
posed by the Regents, would serve to protect the interests of the private sector
while threatening their own growth and development. Fin Ily, in Pennsylvania
the interviews support the conclusion that institutional inte in the state per-
ceive 'the movement toward, regionalism as a definite attempt b the Department
of Education to extend its influence and control throughout the te by creating
a formal structure at the regional level.

A recurrent theme appears in these statesnamely that p, .ndary
interests (particularly those at the institutional level) perceive regio alism as a
mechanism -for increased -control by various state - level, educational i : This
is.the operative goal, the "hidden agenda," most feared in California, N York,
and Pennsylvania. What is most interesting to note is that these are the Sam. three
states which reportedly have bYpught a primarily economic emphasis to po
ondarY regionalism efforts.

I
Special Perspectives

a

The data presented in this chapter and the many analyses of that data shall
clearly have different meanings and implications for the various postsecondary
interest groups in the states. Furthermore, different parts of the analyses done
shall be of special interest to particular interests in postsecondary education at the
federal, state, regional, and local levels. Accordingly, this section,briefly examines
the data in terms of the special implications and points of interest that findings
based upon them have for various postsecondary interest groups.

One finding from the data that should be of particular inter t tcrathe.oate-
level educational-audience is the apparent attentiorirof institute nal interest to
cost-effectiveness considerations in regionalism efforts. Regionalization actions

ith only institutional authorization rate cost-effectiveness as their major goal (see .
ble 4.7). State -level educational policymakers, hard-pressed by escalating costs

o the one hand and stabilizing or even decreasi nueS on the other, should
this welcome news.

However, a certain caveat must be made to sta e-level interests. In the case
states e amined-most closely"in this study, the data ow that institaional inter-
ests are most likely to resist regidnalism efforts when that concept is promoted by
stale-level educational interest's primarily on the basis of economic and fiscal



t

( '-
considerations. InstituOons tend to erpret such actions as a threat to their-own

autonomy arxj.control. This sit a n, coupled with the f t that institutions
themselves recognize the need for serious attention to econo is matters, seems to
present the perplexing situation of state-level and institutional interests agreeing
on the importance of cost-effectiveness within postsecondary operations, but the
latter balking or at least becoming suspicious when statc agencies make such con-,
cems the major focus of regionalism efforts.

Critics of institutional operations might charge that this implicit distrust
and sometimes open conflict has developed largely because institutions have been
unwilling to take the difficult steps necessary to respond to the steady-state
Conditions of the 1979s. To this can be added that certainly postsecondary in-
stitutions are very reluctant to effect cutbacks in their own programs and opera-
tionsas are all 'complex organizations. However, some evidence indicates that it
is oftentimes not so much the particular goals and purposes for state-level planning
to which institutions object, as it is the manner in which they are presented and
implemented.

In the least'institutional leadership, forts part, must fully recognize the
very strong fiscal concerns held by state-level interests. They should strive to
develop operational methods that give attention both to the traditional values of
campus autonomy and to the sometimes competing, more contemporary concerns

.

such as public accontability, and iric-reased-PFaiictivity.. On
the other harj,institUtional interests should be somewhat encouraged by the data
previously noted in this,chapter that regionalization actions with legislative autho-
rization, as well as those` ,with administrative authority, give highest attention to
efforts to increase access to postsecondary educational opportunitya concern
that institutional interests certainly share.

I
Summary

The primary push toward regionalization is clearly from 'pressures for
greater effectiveness and efficiency and related economic considerations. This
conclusion is supported both by the data on the goals and expectations for the
concept of regionalism and tha for the 98 specific regionalization actions. This
emphasis on economy of o tionereflects the increasing demands being made
upon postsecondary education for greater accountability and pi'oductivity in all
regions of the country.

Acknowledging these growing prestures loratilintability in all postsec-
ondary operations and the subsequent major focus of regionalism efforts on fiscal
matters, it nevertheless should be emphasized that regiorialism is not a ohe-
dimensional concept insofar as its goals are concerned. On the contrary, attention
to regionalism is developing as a respcinseto several issues not directly related to
economic concerns. And although not as central as the economic-related goals,
thesether areas are significant just the same.

t
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Chief among these "secondary" goal emphases is the concern with increas-
ing access to postsec ndary educational opportunity. This goal is clearly getting
substantial attention n regionalism developments throughout the several states.
Improving communication among an types of postsecondary educational institu-
tions and improving long-range plannihgfforts are receiving'less but still consider-
able attention.

The data show that the goals for regionalism and regionalization are very
consistent for different parts of the country and for different types of regionali-
zation actions. For the most part, the general pattern described above holdsthat
is, a major emphasis on resource utilization and related economic considerations,

-with less but still strong attention to increasing access to postsecondary opportu-
nity. Some variance on goals exists, however, for certaih selected variables.^Mew
highlights are.noted here:

1. U.Sr Regional Differencesi,The goal of improvir*g long-range planning
has a particularly strong rating in the Midwest,' in the South, more
importance is attached to access; regionalism efforts in the South also
seerh to be more concerned with promoting diversity within postsec-
ondary education; regionalism in the West gives particular attention
to increased interinstitutional communications.

2 Geographic AreaInterstate regionalizatio#actions tend to be more
one-dimensional in their goal emphasis, with access the primary con-
cern; infra state actions give stronger attention to theicoordination of
academic program development; intrastate actions for the whole state
particul4ly erVhasize coordination of program development

3. Institutional TypeRegionalization actions developed for the public
sector emphasize cost-effectiveness much more strongly than do
actions for all institutions, public and private; the latter give a higher
attention to 4nterinstitutional communications; within -the public-
only category', actions involving'only four-year institutions rate higher
the goals of resource utilization:and cost-effectiveness than do those(
actions involving only two-year institutions; the latter are morl con-
cerned with access and academic program development.

4. Academic Program LevelRegionalization actions for graduate pro-
grams give a high rating to improved cost-effectiveness; actions for
associate and certificate programs give more emphasis to coordinating
program development,

5. Regionalization Patterns: Geography and InstitutionsThe public
comprehensive intrastate regionalization pattern gives strongest atten-
tion to what seem to be repeating dual concerns of public authorities
to extend access to postsecondary educational opportunity in a
manner that is as cost-effective as possible; community college region;
alization actions rate highest on-the program_ development and co-
ordination goal, particularly with regard, to vocational eation
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programs; comm ty college actions do not emphasize lost-
effectiveness cons' tjons.

6. Regionalization P . Geography and Program LevelThose
regionalization action or all program levels within a specific intra.
state geographic' arfa rate increased access as the top priority; for
actions for specific 131Vann levels within a specific intrastate region,
the goal emphasis shifts from access to cost-effectiveness.

Source of AuthorityRegionalization actions with legislative autho-
rization and those havilg authorization by a unit of goveromentwith
administrative authorffy both rate access as the highest goal; actions
with only institutional authorization rate cost-effectiveness es the
major goal. .

8. Operational Maturitygoals do not vary appreciably with operational
maturity of regionalization ,astions.

_ In sum, the data suggest that indeed regionalism is eNerging as a response
to several broad goals and purposes and can in fact be utilized as a mechanism for
pursuing several different ends. It seems clear that regionalism is emerging
primarily as a response to economic concerns. But just as certainly, regionalism is
also emerging as'a response to other goals and pressures not strictly economic in
kind.

' An observation from the case states is thatiRstitutional interests are most
likely to perceive regionalism as a mechanism.' for increased state-level control and
thus a threat to institutional autonomy when the concept is promoted primailly
on the basis of economic and fiscal considerations. Leadership of colleges and uni
versifies-tend to perceive in such regionalism efforts a difference hetw.een the of-
ficially stated goats and what they believe are the operative goals or "hidden
agendas."
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CHAPTER V °A

1. \ et

AUTHORITY AND LEG ITIMACV

As noted in apter I, the 98 regionalization actions were separated from
voluntani consortia the exiteriori of official recognition by one or more seg-
ments of state gove mentauthorized to influence state planning and coordination
of poltsecondary education. Chapter V examines these various sources from
which authority for regionalism has been extended.

. For each regionalization_ action, all state-level sources of official recogni-
tion were identified. In addition, the single highest level authorization under
which the actions operate was identified. Finally, each regionalization action
rated the strength of its authority base on a scale from very weak to very strong.

The categorical sources of official state-level recognition are reported as
five subunits of state executive government; four subunits of state legislatures; and
seven types- of ;fate -level education agencies, commissions, or boards. These are

state governmental interests active in recognizing and thereby legitimizing
regionalization actions. The highest level authorization provided for regionalize- -
tion actions is one of three kinds: legislative, administrative, or institutional.-

Legislative authorization occurs by statute or resolution. AdministratiVe authori-
zation includes the actions _bodies corpoiate, state executive branch actions,
and actions of executive officers of commissions or agencies. These sources of
authorizati3n were included only when their actions were taken as representatives
of state government. Finally, institutionally authorized actions are those than
occur through institutional commitment only but are nevertheless officially rec-
ognized at the state level as contributing to the state's movement toward stronger
interinstitutional coordination. .

The tables ip this chapter are divided on the vertical axis into three distinct
sections. The first section displays state-level branches of government and educa-
tion boards and agencies which were reported by the regionalization actions as
sources of official recognition. The second section reports sources of highest level
sanctjpn (authorization); and the final section shows the perceived strength of
various sources of recognition and authorization. Geography, institutional type,
and academic program level continue as the principal elements for comparative
discussion.

'Designs, Manifestations, Operations

,

- Table 5.1 divides the universe of regionalization actions by their geographic
Configuration. The rightmost column of the table displays the universe totals for
the distribution of regionalization actions both, by sources of official recognition
-and b%' highest level authorization. This distribution isincluded on all subsequent
tables in the chapter, and the following discussion of universe totals applies to all
data cVsplays.

i. . . ..t
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The executive branch of state goverriment is shoWn as actively involved in
the officiil recognition of a high percentage of regionalization actions. Forty per-
cent of them are officially recognized by governors' offices, and 34 percent have
the offitial recognition of state budget officers. While the other subunits of the
executive branch of state government are not as active, Aire is cited by fewer than

. ,

10 percent of all regionalization actions as, involved in recognizing their activity.

Nearly one-half (49 percent) of all regionali ion actions are officially
recognized by state legislatures acting as a body. Thi y-five percent are recog-
nized by the education committees of legislatures. Like the executive branch, the
other subunits, of the legislative branch show a sharp drop in providing official
recognition to regionalization 'actions. Also like the subunits of the.executive
branch, all legislative choices were selected by about 10 percent of the actions.

Five of the seven state education agencies examined were reported by 21
percent or more of the universe of regionalization actions as active in providing
official recognition to regionalism, The agency-Inost often mentioned was the
state board responsible fdr all public postsecondary education (31percent), The
1202 Commissions followed closely,' with 30 percent of the universive citing them

. as a source of official recognition.

The clustering of regionalization actions by authority base shifts somewhat
when their highest level authorization is considered. Twenty-four percent of all
actions function finder ate statutory authorization; 33.percent function by ad-

_ ministrative sanction state agencies, (most often educational); and 9 percent
have institutional aut orization. The perceiVed strengthi.of various authority
bases is discussed lax in this chapter.

- Table 5.1 also provides several interesting comparisons between the sources
of official recognition for interstate and intrastate regionalization actions. Gover-
nors' offices are cited twice as frequently as a source of official 'recognition by
interstate regionalization actions than by intrastate ones (63 percent to 28iner-
cent). State le /Matures also -appeal more active in tendering official recognition

1

to interstate actions than to intrastate ones (63 percent to 40 percent.

4

The various types of highest level authorizationare-roughly balanced be-
tween inter and intrastate regionalization actions. Frequency of statutory autho-
rization varies by 5 percent (in favor of intrastate actions) and. administrative
authorization (by action of a state agency) by only 1 percent.

Within the intrastate category, the executive branch of state government is
consistently shown to be more active in providing official recognition to actions

"-smiting parts 'of state% than those serving the entire state. This pattern also.holds
for the official recognition of state legi atures and most of the state education
agencies examined. Only the 1202 Commi ions are more active in the recogni-
tion of intrastate/whole state regionalization actions (34 percent) over those in-
volving parts of states (27 percent). This reflects'the mandate of these agencies, as
specified in the 1972 Higher Education Amendments;t6 engage in comprehensive.
postsecondary planning activities.

3
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The interstate regionalization configuration inverts this pattern. ' Here the
highest perceirtaget for official recognition most often involve actions servicing
entire'states rather than portions of the states. State boards responsible for a
particular segment of postsecrindary education are an exception. These agencies

4
.

*Ore often are involved in interstate actions for less than entire states.

From the figures rating the strength of the authority base for regionalism
by geographkirea included, a very definite pattern emerges. The percentage of
interstate regionalization actions claiming -a ver; strong authority base (63percent)
is twice the percentage of intrastate actions making that same claim (31 percent).

I .-

Table Ea' reports the sources of authority for regionalization actions by
.., the type f institutions included. The data shoW institutional type to have little

effect on the frequency of recognition by executive and legislative branches of
state government. However, a consistently larger percentage of the more compre-
hensive abtions (those in olving both public and private institutions) ai'e recog-
nized by state educ tion aencies. I..

A somewhat different piattem qmerges for the highest level authorization
for the regionalization actions` For the public sector, regionalization actionemost %.,
frequently operate under administrative, authorization, (by action of a. state
agency): Actions that include both public and private institutions are as likely to
have legislative ,authorization as the re administrative authorization. In other

I

, wordsj the comprehensive actions nide often seem to require higher levels of
authorization to become operational.

Within the public-only category, the highest level authorization d aft-
pear ,to be influenced by whether two-year or four-year postsecondary in tions
are included in the actions. For example, only 7 percent of regioialiiatio actions
involving four-year institutions report statutory authorization, as compel. to 30
percent of two-year institution actions. Forty-three percent of four-year nstitu-
tion actions, however, operate under administrative authorization as the highest.
-level authority base, while only 20 percent of tko-year actions do likewise.

The strength of the authority base for regional ation actions alio seems to
be influenced 6y whether twoyear or four-year in tutions are included in the
actions. Agaiithin the public-only category, onhi, rcent of the two -year
actions report their authority base as very strong, as Compared to 57 percerit of
the.four-year actionsand 47 percent Of those actions including both two-year and
four-year institutions. - 4

Table 5.3-reports the various sources of authority by the academic program ,

leve involved. Six categories of regionalization actions are identified in the table.
Some ategories include a nutnber of academic levels while othetS are focused oh
rnpr` specific levels.

The _executive offices of state govirriirtent continue to appear active in
recognizing most regionalization actions, Nearly 60 percent of the aa$ions for'
graduate for example, report recognition by governors' and state budget

96
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TABLE 5 2
AUTHORITY OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY TYPE CIF INSTITUTION INCLUDED

AUTHORITY

INSTITUTIONAL TYPE

TOTAL

*N .98
n %

....

PUBLICAND PRIVATE
,

PUBLIC ONLY
PRIVATE

a. ONLY
UNCLASSI-

FIED

N. 1

n %

-fisar Only
N - 14

n %

2-Year Only
N p 2

n %

2. & 4-Yeef
N . 36

n %

,
TOTAL
N 52

n %

4-Year Only
N . 14

n %

2Year Only
N 10

n' %

2' & 4-Yam
N . 20

n %'
TOTAL
N -44

n %

.

4-Yew Only
N . 1

n 4
OFFICIAL RECOGNITION .

EXECUTIVE BRANCH L.

Governor's °Hoc° 9 64 0 0 12 33 21 40 6 43 2 20 9 45 17 39 1 100 0 0 39 40
State Budget Office 7 50 6 0 13 36 20 38 7 50 1 . 10 4 20 12 27 1, 100 0 0 33 34
State Planning Office 2 , 14 1 50 5 14 8 15 2 14 1 10 1 5 4 9 0 0 0 0 12 12
Attorney General's Office 3 21 0 . 0 4 11 7 13 2 14 1 10 1 5 4 9 0 0 0 0 11 , 11
Other r 7 0 0 9 25 10 19 1 7 2 20 1 5 4 9 0 0 0 0 14 14

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH -
Entire Legislature . 9 64 0 0 17 47 26 50 6 43 4 40 10 50 20 45 1 100 1 100 48 49
Education Committees 5 36 0 0 15 42 20 38 6 43 2 20 5 .- 25 13 30 1' 100 0 0 34 35
Administrative Office 1 7 0 0 5 14 6 12 1 7 0 0 1 5 2 5 0 0 0 0 8 8
Other , 1 7' 11., 0 5 . 14 6 12 0 0 1 10 3 15 4 9 0 0 0 0 10 10

EDUCATIONAL STATE AGENCIES . ,
Board Responsible For . .

All Education 2 14 1 50 9 25 12 23 1 7 1 10 3 15 5 11 0 0 0
0 1

17
All Public Education 4 29 1 50 3 19 12 23 0 ( 0 0 1 5 1 2 0 0 0 0 13 3
All Postsecondary Education 2 14 1 50 6 13 36 16 31 2 14 1 10 5 25 8 18 0 0 0 0 24 24
All Public Postsecondary Education 6 43 2 100 11 31 19 37 3 21 3 30 5 25 11 25 0 0 0 0 30 31'
Segment of Postsecondary Education 3 21 0 0 5 14 8 15 4 29 2 20 6 30 12 27 1 100 0 0 21 21

12p2 Commission 1 7 0 0 18 50 19 37 2 14 p 30 5 25 10 23 0 0 0 0 29 .. 30.
Statbende University Governing Board 6 43 0 0 5 14 11 21 6 43 0 0 6 30 12 27 0 . 0 0 0 211..." 23
Other ' 2 14 0 0 6 17 8 . 15 0 "0 1 10 1 5 2 5 0 0 1 100 11 11

OTHER 0 0 0 , 0 1 3 1 2 o o 1 10 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 2

HIGHEST AUTHORIZATION
, a

LEGISLATIVE
Statute ' 6 4Y 0 0 7 19 13 25 1 7. 3 30 5 25 9 20 1 100 1 100 24 24
Resolution . " 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 5 2 5 0 0 0 2 2
Other 1 7 0 0 5 14 6 12 0 0 0 0 2 10 2 5 0 0 0 8 8

ADMINISTRATIVE
Gubernatorial Resolution 1 7 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 % 0 0 0 0, 1 1

Action of State Agency 2 14 1 50 10 28 13 25 6 43 2 20 11 55 19 43 0 0 p' 0 32 33
Action of Chief Executive of Agency 0 0 1 50 4-- 11 5 10 1 7 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 , -0 .6 8
-Other 0 '0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1P 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 1

INSTITUTIONAL 1 7 0 0 3 8 4 8 3 21 2 20 0 0 5 11 0 0' 0 9 9
OTHER 1 7 0 0 1, 3 4 8 o o o 0 0 0 0 0 o -41 . ' 0 3 3
SEVERAL 2 14 0 0 5 14 7 13 2 14 1 10 1 5 4 9 0 0 0 11 11

STRENGTH ) .

\19VERY STRONG 10 71 1 50 10 28 21 40 8 57 2 20 9 47 43 0 0 0 0 40 41
STRONG 3 21 0 0 11 31 14 27 5 36 2 20 6 32 <13 30 1 100 0 0 28 29
MEDIUM ' 0 0 1 SO 13 36 14 27 1 7 3. 30 3 . 16 7 16 0 0 0 0 2"1, 21
WEAK 1 7 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 20 1 5 \3 7 0 0 1 100 5 5
VERY WEAK 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

. `..
,

9



e

TABLE 6.3
AUTHORITY OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL INCLUDED

AUTHORITY
ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL

TOTAL

N 98
n %

All Levels
N 4 1

ri %

Graduate
Only

N 17
n %

Gam and
Above
N 8

n %

Under
graduate

N 7
n % n

Assoc &
Guff
N 18

%

Noncredit
Only
N 3

n %

Unabashed
N -4

n %

OFFICIAL RECOGNITION i, i
A.

EXECUTIVEBRNNCH '
Governor s Office 14 34 10 59 3 37 4 57 4 22 2 67 2 50 39 40State Budget Office 14 34 10 59 ' 3 37 3 43 1 5 0 0 '2. 50 33 34State Planning Of tin 4 10 4 23 0 0 1 .14 2 11 0 0 1 25 12 12Attorney General s Office 4 10 4 23 1 12 1 14 1 6 0 0 0 0 11 11Other , 7 17 2 12 0 0 2 29 2 11 0 0 1 25 14 14LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 'VEmir* Legislature 18 44 10 59 4 50 6 86 8 44 1 33 1 25 , 48 49Education Cornmitte 14 34 9 53 2 25 2 29 4 22 1 33 2 50 .34 36Administrative Office 7 2 5 3 18 0 "0 1 14 0 0 1 33 1 25 8 8Other

EDUCATIONAL STATE AGENCIES
ard Responsible For

7 17 I 6 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0, 1 25 10 10

I Education 8 19 2 12 0 0 43 2 11 Iii. 33 1 25 17 17A Public Education . 4 10 2 12 1 12 29 2 11 0 0 2 50 13 13All Postsecondary Education 13 32 3 , 18 0 0 29 3 17 1 33 2 50 24 24All Public Postsecondary Education 10 24 4 iNt3 3 37 5 7 39 0 0 2 50 30 31Segment of Postsecondary Education 7 17 5 29 3 37 2 11 2 67 2 50 21 211202 Commission 19 46 2 12 0 0 4 22 1 33 3 75 29 30Statewide University Governing Board 8 19 6 35 5 62 1 6 2 67 1 26 23 23-.Other " 5 12 0 k 0 3 37 3 17 0 G 0 0 11 11OTHER
1 2 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 2 2.

HIGHEST AUTHORIZATION

LEGISLATIVE ,

r-
.

Statuts 9 22 4 23 2 26 3 43 5 28 0 0 1 26 24 24Resolution
Other

0
5

0
12

1

1

6
5

d'
0

0
0

0
0

0 0
0 2

0
11

1 33
0

0
0

0
0

2

0
2
8ADMINISTRATIVE

Gubernatorial Resolution 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O.
1 1

Action of State Agency 17 40 3 18 3 37 1 14 3 17 2 6 3 75 32 33Action of Chief Executive of Agency 4 10 1 5 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 11 0 6 6
Othoii 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 1INSTITUTIONAL 2 % 5 2 12 1 12 2 29 2 11 0 0 0 9 9OTHER 0 r 0 0 0 1 12 0 0 1 6 0' 0 0 2 2SEVERAL 4' 10 4. 23 1 12 1 14 1 5 0 0 0 11 11

STRENGTH e

VERY STRONG') 12 30 14 82 3 37 4 57, 4 22 2 67 1 25 40 41
STRONG 15 '37 3 18 2 25 2 29 4 22 0 0 2 50 28 : 29MEDIUM 12 30 0 0 2 26 1 14 5 28 0 0 1 25 21 21
WEAK 0 0 0 0 1.' 12 0 0 3 17 1 , 33 0 q 5 5VERY WEAK 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,O 0 0 0 0 1 V.

i
1

0

So.
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offices. Also, 23 percent of these actions cite the recognition, of state planning
offices. Conversely, regionalization actions 'for associate level programs show a
markedly lower frequency of recognition by executive offices.

The. percentage of rgionalization actions reporting the recognition of
entire legislatures is also higiracross program levels. Eighty-six percent of under-
graduate, level 'regionalization actions, for example, claim this recognition. Also,
59 percent of; he actions for graduate pr99rarris report recognition by legislatures.

t%

Concerning official r !tion by state-level education agencies, one pat-
tern is particularly of note. e 1202 Commissions once again appear most active
as sources of recogniti for broadly-based regionalism. Forty-six percent of the
actions involving academic levels are officially recognized by 1202 Commis-
sions?'

Statutory authorization as the highest;level of sanction for regibnalization
actions is at or about 25 percent across academic levels. The exception to this
pattern is undergraduate level programs where the percentage increases to 43 per-
cent. Administrative authorization (by action of state agencies) is most often the
highest authority for those regionalization actions which serve several academic
levels.

From the figures rating the strength of the authority base for regionalism
when academic program level is considered, graduate level regionalization actions
show the highest percentages of actions perceiving their authority base as very
strong. Associate degree and certificate level regionalization actions appear least
confident. Forty-five percent of these actions report weak or medium
bases compared with 44 percent reporting strong or very strong authority bases.

regiondifferent regio lization patterns emerge when geogroaphic coverage
and the types of instituti s involved in regionalization actions are considered
simultaneously. Table 54 compares these patterns by the source of official recog-
nition and highest level authorization.

Comprehensive-A regionaliption actions report recognition with some
Consistency (between 15 and 30 percent) frotn all available sources. The 39 per-. cent of actions in this pattern recognized by entire *Natures and the 50 perCent
recognized by 1202 Commissions form the largest groupings by recognition. The
highest level authorization most often cited fot comprehensive-A actions is ad-
ministrative authorizatioh by action of state agencies (39 percent).

The regiona/ lization actions which form the public comprehensive pattern
report statewide university governing boards Ignost 'active as a source of official
recognition (56 percent). RegionalizatiOn actions in this pattern also most fre-
quently operate under admjistrative authorization. '.

/
The community college actior/s report low participation of state executive

government in officially recognizing their activity. State legislatures are more
actively involved, with 67 percent of the actions in this pattern citing some legis-
recognition. The 33 percent of regionalization actions in,the community college

77
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pattern that report institutional sanction as the highest level authorization
constitute the largest subgroup-reporting highest authority at the institutional
level. Note the low percentage of actions in this pattern which perceive their au-
thority base to be very strong (17 percent).

The reciprocity-A and contracts -A patterns, which are composed of re-
gionalization actions with interstate focus, report a high level of recognition by
both the executive and legislative branches. For example, 83 percent of the reci-
procity actions claim recognition from governors' offices and entire legislatures)
The highest level authorization for reciprocity actions comesequally from state
agency administrative action (50 percent) and statutory authdrity (50 percent).

Table 5.5 combines geography and program level to create six patterns of
regionalization actions. Once again, a high percentage of actions (42 percent)
within the most inclusive of these patterns, comprehensive-B, citea recognition by
1202 Comtnissions.

. The regionalization actions in the associate pattern appear most o n to
draw official recoggition from legislatures (56 percent). Further, these ns
most frequently operate-under statutory authorization. Still, only 15 per nt of
actions in this pattern rate their authority base as very strong.

The partial/specific pattern, which comprises specific program Irels in a
sp6cific intrastate.area or areas, reports a reltively high level of offieW recogni-
tion from both executive (50 percent) and legislat (50 percent) sources. But as
far as highest level authorization is concerned; a full 25 percent of the actions
within this pattern repOrt that they operate under institutional authorization.
Nevertheless, 58 percent of these 'actions rem:0n their authority base as very strong.

3/4
The regionalization actions that comprise the reciprocity-B pattern all

report the recognitipn of state governors' offices (100 percent), and 80 percent
are recognized by education committees of state legislatures. The highest autho-
rization under which 80 percent of actions in, this pattern function is administra-
tive authorization by action of state agencies.

Regionalization actions within the contracts-B pattern are similarly dis-
tributed across sources of authority. High percentages of actions in this pattern
cite both executive and legislative recognition. Thirty-seven percent of the actions
in this, pattern operate under legislative authorization. All actions in this-pattern
rate the perceived strength of their authority bast as strong or very strong.

s.

Questions of Special Interest

Source.of Authority Related to Strength of Authority

I, Table 5.6 examines ther\relationship between source of authority for re-
gionalizatio'n actions and the perceived strength of that authority. The five cate-
gories of perceived strength of authority are arranged on the horizontal axis from

79 riu



1.

TABLE 5 5
AUTHORITY, BY TYPE Of REGIOIMJZATION ACTION

A U T /4 0 .R I T Y

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS GEOGRAPHY AND
\

PROGRAM LEVEL

INTERSTATE
'

,

INTERSTATE
COMPACTS.%'

1i -4
n 11%%

OTHER

Ne 25
n %

TOTAL

g 94
n %

#

INTRASTATE

ComprsherYsere ".
13

Pl.19
"n 14

Amos:sate
N 13
n %

Part al /Broul
N 12

n %

/Specific
12 r

n %

Raap e crty-8
N 5

n %

fa ce-3
x8

n , %

OFFICIAL RECOGNITION

EXECUTIVE BRANCH .
.

' Governor s Office 5 26 2 15 2 17 6 S' 50 5 100 5 62 3
.

75 4 . 16 39 40
State Budget Office 5 26 1 8 fr 43 5 42 4 '80 5 62 1 25 8 32 33 34
State Planning Of Ice 2 10 2 15 I 1 8 2 17 0 0 1 1? 1 25 3 12 '"" 12 42
Attorney General! p$4ice 2 .10 1 8 1 8 2 17 14 20 2 2s 0 0 2 8 11 11#
Other 3 16 1 8 2 17 2 17 1 20 0 0 0 0 5 20 14 14

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH a - *
Entire Legislature , 5 26 6 46 6' 50 .4. '15 50 3 80 6 75 4 100 12 48 48 49
Education Committees 5 ' 26 3 23 3 25 5. . 42 4 80 4 50 1 25 9 '36 34 36
Administrative Office 1 5 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 z- 1 25 5 20 8 8 '
Other 2 10 -- 0 2 17 0 0 3 80 1' 12 r 0 0 2 8 10 10

EDUCATIONAL STATE AGENCIES
Board Responsible For ,

\ II

All Education
91 5 16 \ 1 ' 8 2 17 3 25 0 0 2 25 1 25 . 5 20 17 17

All PulNic Education 3 16 ,,,,._,_ 2 15 0 0 2 17 , 0 0 0 0 2 50 14,,," 18 f 13
All Postsecondary Education 5 26 23 4 33 2 17 3 80 1 12 1 25 5 20 24 24
All Public Postsecondary Education 3 16 5 38 3 25 4 33 2 40 2 25 2 50 9 X 30 31
Segment of Postsecondary Education 4 21 1 8 , g 1 8' 4 33 0 0 2 25 1 25 8 32 21 21

1202 Comm.ssion 8 42 3 ' 23 5 42 1 8 4 80 , 1 12 '1 25 8 24 29 30
Statewide University Governing Board 4 21 1 8- 2 17 .3 25 , 0 0 2 25 2 50 9 X 23 23
Other 3 16 3- 23 - 2 17 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 11 11

OTHER 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0' -) 4 2 2

HIGHEST AUTHORIZATION -
,

.
LEGISLATIVE .

. s
Statute- . 3 16 3 , 23 3 25 3 25 1 20 3 37 / 75 5g 20 24 24
Resolutio ' 0 Q 0 0 0- 0 0 0 0 0 1 12 0 1 4 2 2
Other 1 5 2 15 3 25 0 0 0 0 ...trN). 0 2 8 8 8

ADMINISTRATI E ' .
Gubernatorial esolution 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 12 0 0 0 1 1

Action of State Agency 10 53 1 8 3 25 3 25 4 80 & 1 12 CY 10 40 32 33
Action of Chief Executive Agency 2 11 1 8 2 17 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 , 0 '0 ) 6
Other 0 0 1 14 0 0 0 0 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 1

INSTITUTIONAL 1 5 2 15 0 0 3 25 0 0 0 0 8 3 12 9 9
OTHER 0 0 1 8 b 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 0 0 1 4 2, 2

SEVERAL 2 10 0 0 1 8 2 17 0, 0 2 \\,...26, 1 25 .1 12 11 11

STRENGTH
.. i

VERY STRONG 32 2 15 1 8 7 58, 4 80 8 75 2 50 12 48 40 41

STRONG 8 42 4 34-, 5 42 1 8 0 0 2 25 1. 25 7 28 28 29
MEDIUM * 26 4 31 4 33 3 25 1 20 0 0 1 25 3 12 21 21

WEAK 0 0 1 8 0 -0 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 12 5 5 j

VERY WEAK .0 ------0\0 0 1 8 . 0 0 0 0 * 0 0 0 0 0 1 t '

(' I tie
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TABLE 5.6
SOURCE OF AUTHORITY, BY STRENGTH OF AUTHORITY

I

/
SOURCE OF AUTHORITY

STRENG.TH OF AUTHORITY.
TOTAL

N = 96
n - R% C%

Very Strong
N =40 ,

n R% C% n

Strong
N = 28

R% C%

Medium
N = 21

n R% C% n

Weak
N = 5
R%

I
C% n

Very Weak
N =1
R% C%

OFFICIAL RECOGNITION (
*EXECUTIVE BRANCH __ .

Governor's Office 22 56 11 28 4 2 5 0 39 100 ,
State Budget Office 19 58 12 38 2 6 0 0 0 33 100
State Planning Office 4 33 Eg 50 2 17 0 0 0 12 4100
Attorney Greral's Office 6 55 4 36 1 9 0 0 0 11 100
Other 5 36 4 29 5 36 0 0 0 14 100

LEGISLATIVE
Entire Legislature s ' 23 48 .15 31 8 17 2 4 0 48 100
Education Committees 16 47 11 32 4 12 1 3 1 34 100
Admioistrattve Office 5 62 2 25 1 12 0 0 ' 0 8 100
Other 6 60 2 20 2 20 0 0 0 10 100

EDUCATIONAL STATE AGENCIES
Beard Responsible Fog A

.

All Enucation . 5 29 4 23 7 41 1 6 0 0 17 100
All Public Education 3 23 8 61 2 15 0 0 0 0 Ill 13 100
All Postsecondary Education 12 50 . 8 33 3 12 0 0 1 . 4 24 100
All Public Postsecondary Education 13 45 6 21 9 31 0 0 0 29 100

' Segment of Postsecondary Education 8 38 8 38 4 19 1 5 0 21 100
1202 C.ommigston 10 35 7 24 1 f 38 1 3 0 29 100
Statewide University Governing Board 11 48 8 35 3 13 1 4 0 ,--------...2. 3 100
Other . 1 9 2 18 6 55 2 18 ' 0 / ft 100

OTHER 0 0 0 0 1 50 1 50 9[ 2\, 100
. \

HIGHEST AUT1-10RiZATION s--,___
'

LEGISLATIVE
Statute 12 50 ' 30 8 33 29 2 8 9 2 8 40 0 0 0 24 100 25
Resolution 2 100 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 190 2
Other 1 12 2 4 50 14 2 25 9 a 0 0 1 12 100 8 1,M 8

ADMINISTRATIVE
Gubernatorial Resolution 1' 100 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0' 0 . 0 1 100 11

Action of State Agency 12 39 30 9 29 32 8 26 38 2 6 40 0 0 31 100 32
Action of Chief Executive of Agency 2 29 5 0 0.....41 5 71 24 .0 0 0 0 0 7 100 7

INSTITUTIONAL 2 22 5 5 56 18 2 22 9 0' 0 0 0 0 9 100 9
, 13141E R s 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 50 5 1 50 20 0 0 2 100 2

SEVERAL 8 73 20 2 18 7 1 9 6 0 0 0 0 0 11 100 11
TOTAL 40 42 100 28 29 100 21 22 00 5 5 100 1 t,.. 1 100 96 100 100

03
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very strong to very weak. Of the regionalization actions accounted for by this
table, 40 (42 rieltent) rate their authority base as very strong. An additronal 28

4 (30 percent),4ate their bases strong. Thus 68 actions or'72 percent of all regionali-
zation actions attempting a rating viewed their-authority base as strong or very
strong.

,9 A diminution of the dercentage of actions-rec6inized by both executive
and legislative authority sources-is noted from very strong to very weak on the

-strength of authority rating. It is interesting to note that seven cl,f the nine region-
' alization actions which, ideniffied institutional authorization as their highest saner

tion rated that atithotity base strong or very strong. It appears that degree of
commitment on the part of t4 uthority base is a more important cohsideralion

0

than the hierarchical position of t at base. ,......_

Special Perspectives

The federal government's interest and consequently its activity with .re-
spect to American higher education has focused (among other concernsVon inter--,
institutional cooperation and comprehensive state -level planning. Since both ends
can be approached through regionalism, it is not surprising that evidence of federal
attention to regionalizatiori actions emerges from this study. The large percentage --
of comprehensive' regionalization actions supported by the 1202 Commissions in
the states is one manifestation of this growing federal interest. Thit preference, so
to speak, is maintained when the various regionalization actions are grouped by
geography, institutional coverage, or numbe of academic program levels involved.
The critical variable appears to tie whether e potential exists in a" particular re-
gionalization, action for services to a broad range of clients. If this potential is
present, 1202 Comtnissions consistently support (recognize) those regionalization
actions.

On the state. level, the executive branch of state governmeht is often ac-
cused of ineffectiveness as the result of the lack of real power tb implement execu-
tive decisions. While these charges may generally have validity, it Onnot be denied
that state governors fill leadership roles, and where leaders lead, followers follow.
This being accepted, speculations abOut the future of regionalization in postsec-
bndary education are possible.

f)High percentages of regionalization actions have the support (recognition)
of the governors' offices of participating states. While the degree of executive
branch interest and commitment has been shown to vary depending upon how
regionalization actions are grouped, it is safe to say that state-level executive sup-
port does exist and that support for the most part is firmly. based.

Summary

The consistently high percefitage of regionalization actions feportingboth
executive and Idgislative recognition indicates that support of the concept and its.,
manifestations is broadly based. Involvement of, the various state-level education
agencies is also high. Thus, it seems clear that initiatives for regionalism are corn-
ing from bbth_within and without the postsecondary education community.
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The consistently high percentage of comprehensive regionalization actions
reporting 1202 Commission recognition seems to suggest one viewpoint about
models far the concept. Still, no one ,model or design of regionalism in postset-
oadaiy edUcatIon has captured th pport of either executive or legislative
branches of state government to th exclusion of all others. If these state-level
interes'ts have turned to regionalism as a means toward accomplishing the several
goals discussed in Chapter IV, they are still experimenting to find the form..

While step_ governmental interests lekecutive an(' legislative)- are highly
active in recognizing and thereby legitimizing regionalizatjon actions, more actions
report administrative action of state agencies as theactual authorizincfauthority.
This might be explained as an artifact of current methods ofchannelling state re--
sources. Community colleges, howetier, which often trace their beginnings to state
legislation,'most often cite statutory authorization for their regionalization actions.

, Some of the more striking differences -found in sources of authority con-
sidered against other variables noted below

1. Gatir is AreaA much higher entage of interstate regionaliza-
tion 'actions are officially recoiniz \by state gOver'nors and state
legislatures than is the case for intr ate,actions. Perhaps because of
this the interstate regionalization dc ions are reported to have rela-
tively greater strength in their authority Oases.

2. Iristitutional Type=-Regionalization actions fol. the public sector most
frequently operate under administrative authorization; actions that
include both public and private institutions seem to require a higher
level authorizationthese comprehensive actions are as likely to have
legislative authorization .as they are administrative 'authorization;
within the public-only category, actions for only two-year institutions
are most likely to have legislative authorization; still, these actions
tend to perceive their authority base as only medium in strength.

3. Academic Program Level Graduate level regionalization actions are
drawing a high level of recognition from all sources of authority; a
larger percentage of these actions for graduate programs perceive their
authority bass to be very strong than is-the case for other groupings
bacademic level; regionalization actions for associate level programs,
on the other hand, show a markedly lower frequency of recognition
by governors' offices and other executive agencies; these actions are
reported to hlve less strength in their authority base. .4

4. Regionalization Patterns: Geography and InstitutionsThe compre-
hensive-A pattern often draws recognition from legislatures, butran
even larger percentage of the actions in this pattern have 1202 Com-
mission support; one-third of she actions that-form the community
college pattern function under institutional authorization, suggesting
grass-roots origins for regionalism in that segment of postsecondary
education; the reciprocity-A pattern which is interstate in focus
draws strong recognition from state 'governments at the executive
level.

83.

105

a

a



5. Regionalization Patterns: Geography and Program Level in.

those patterns which have an interstate_ focus most frequently get
highest level recognition from state executive and legislative sources;
th2 1202 Commission recognition isagain highest for,those intrastate
actionswhich are broadly based; associate actions most often draw
recognition from legislatures, most operate under statutory authori-
zation, but few rate' their authority base as very strong; a high.per-
centage of actions in the partial/specific pattern report their authority
base as very.strong even though many operate under institutional
authorization.

It would appear that'for the "drese;io single source of authority is the
sole or even predominant one ter-legitimize' ionalization actions. The current
distribution of regionalization actions across the various authority sources, when

- these are viewed as recognizing agencies', appears to reflect the exploratorY and
developmenstai nature of regionalization actibhs in postsecondary education. It is
clear, however, that recognition housed in state legislatUres and -executive offices
1pirticularly the governors' offides) are viewed as providing greater strength of
authority by those responsible for implementing regionalization decisions.

.
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CHAPTER VI

--g--4NT6RA -IVE FORCES.

.Martorana and Kuttns recently developed a conceptual framework -'an
"interactive forces theory"within which postsecondaryjdecision-makers can plan

g
for,)implement, arid manage academic change (Marta and Kuhns, 1974). This
theory focuses on the interacting forces which help cr hinder) the development
of an innovation, and further.elossifies these forces/tor change, intd a number of
different categories. One-catejory dealing withthe nkure of goals relates to data
of the'kind reported in Chapter IV. Personal forces, another category of forces,
includel those which are a result of actions taken by specific individualsactingas
individuals and not as agents of a larger group or organization. Extrapersobal
forces,bn the oilier hand, are those which move beyond the influence of single
individuals and instead are a function of collective.or group action. These extra-
personal forces, therefore, include intangible 'influences (such as Policies, tradi-
tions, trends, laws, etc.), but they can be tangible ones as well (such as facilities,
land, and equipment).

the authors of the current study have.utilized this framework as an, analyt-.
ical tool for describing regionalism developments throughout the country. The
following subcategories of personal and extrapersonal forces wereexvined for,
their impact on regionalism:

- Per. sonal Extrapefrsonal
./ government officials (other than federal governrie4--

.

education) state government. (other than

14-
educational officials education ,

lay citizenry state government (education) .
3 institutions.

.\ A
_

voluntary organizations and

r. -
associations /. - /

,. I.

- Numerous forces were, included within each of these subcategories, with.a total of
64 forces examined.

- Data-were collected on the forces that Nye had an impact or the con-
ceptual development of regionalism: in.each of the 54 states and territories. Data
were also obtained on the faces tht Piave had an influence on the development of
each of the 98 regionalization actions identified in the stUdy both sets of data are
presented for analysis in this chapter.

As a final introductory point, it should be noted that the interactive forces
theory, as originally developed by Martorana and Kuhns, utilizes a ratingscheme
for judging the relative strength df the various forces interacting on an innovation
at each stage of its development. The scdpe of the current projeFt made any such
detailed analysis highly impractical., Instead, an effort was e to identify
(but, not rate) all forces that have had a significant impact on postsecondary

r.

db.



1

.

regionalism developMents at any time since those developments began to receive
active attention in the various states.

, . .

A., Concepts
.

Tables 6.1 and,6.2 present dation the positive forces influencing the con-
ceptUal development of regionalism throughOut the country. Before examining
that data, it again needs to tie emphasized that,because multiple sources oldata
Were mied 41 several statesi.e., members of ,SHEE0 plus the chief executives of
the 1202 Comrnissiontthe Ni reported are larger than the number of states in the
various categories for analysis. In all, 62 respondents-provided data on forces for
the concept of regionalism'..

Table 6.1 displays forces by region of the country. The figures show the
nurIberind percentage of respondents citing each force listed. For the country

,as a whole, it can be seen that the, most frequently cited positiv'e personal forces
for regionalism, in descending order, are (1) the chief executives of state educe-
tional systems (53 percent of respondents cifed this force); (2) state legislators
(45 percent); (3) chief executives of public institutions (42 percent); and (4) the
governors 4T4 percent). The minimal involvement of lay citizenry is also ndite-
worthy.

The data on extrapersonal forces support the general trends noted above
for personal forces. The most frequently cited extrapersonal forces,, again in de;
scendtng order, are: (1) the leadership posture of state agencies responsible for
postsecondary education (65 percent)) (2) actions oftovernors' offices- (34 per-
cent); (3) the federal Higher Education Amendments of 1972 (27 percent); (4)
actions of public institutions (26 percent); and (5) various state legislative actions
(15 to 18 percent). Also of note is the very low involvement of the various volun-
tary associations.

In sum, the data tor both personal and extrapersonal forces support the
conclusion that the concept of regionalism is getting attention firimarily from the
professional postsecondary educational comm unity although clearly there is also
a strong involvement from several noneducational forces. This pattern is generally
repeated for hall regions of the country, but there are several interesting regional
comparisons that can be made.

The Midwest, for example, shows a pattern of diversified and multiple
strong forcesboth edUcational. and noneducationaloperating in support of

- regionalism. The chief executives of state educational systems (75 percent), legis-

. lalors (69 percent), and gorrnors (56 percent) arvall very activeiiersonal forces;,
ii/jact, they are more active than in any other region of the country. A similar
pattern emerges for ektrapersonal forces in the Midwest. In the South, attention

'to regionalism seems to be occurring more as a unilateral action by state-level
Postsecondary educational leadership. The chief executives of state educational
systems are the personal forces cited most frequently (65 percent); similarly, state=
level agencies responsible for postsecondary education are by far the most fre-
'quently cited extrapersondl forces (76 percent): The particularly low level of

11 36
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TABLE 6.1

FORCES HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT ON REdIONALISM, BY REGION OF THE COUNTRY

F 0 R C E S

RSONAL

GOVERNMENT tHonetrucationl

Federal Ofhual
Governor
State Upstater
Other Stale Man
Mayor
Other Local Official
Other /

EDUCATION

Chet Executive.State Educ System
Other State °Meal
Chief Exec, State Voluntary'Anoc
Other from Voluntary Association
Regional Level Official
Trustee of Public Institution
Trustee of Private Institution
One Executive from Public Institution
Chief Executive horn Private Institution
Other Official from 1,Jblio Institi Ion
Othet/Officiat frbm Rowan Inn ion
Other

LAY CITIZENRY AT LARGE

Mot Movement Leader
Business and Industry Leader
Civil Righis Leader
Women's Rights Leader
Influential Lay Person
Other

EXTRAPERSONAL.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

ActiOn of grubs@ Agency
/Existence 0 Federal Legislation

Vocational Education Acts
CE TA
Taft. III. Higher Education Act. 1965
Higher Education Amendmihts, 1972
Higher Education Amendments, 1976
Other

Action or Federal Judiciary
Other

4. .4

MM- Atlantic
4 raps; 4 stain

es

2' . 50
2 50
2 50
1 25

1 25

2 50
2 50
1 25
1 25

1 25
o e

1 25

o

Midwest
16 rows., 13 states

New Engin*
S reps, 6 state

n,

South
17 raps., 14 states

n %

° Meer
13 raps.; 13 states

Non-State
3 reps., 4 tens.

n %

2 -;4112

9 58
11 69

1 6
0 0'

*0 0
0 0'

12 75
8 50
3 19
0 0
1 6
4 25
3 19
k 38

12

O 0

2 12
0
0
2 12
2 12

0 0
4 50
4 50
O 0
0 0
O 0
O 0

3
1 12
O ,0

O \ 0
2 25
2 25
1 t2
4 50
1 12
O 0
o o
O 0

1 ,A,12
1 12 .
O 0
o o

o

0
4
6

0
0

14
0
0
7

0
0

0
0
o
0

11 66
4 24
1, 6
0 0
2 f2
2 12
1 6
6 35
3 18
2 12
1 6
2 12

7
4 2ffs .
3 21
0 0
1' 7

2 14
4 29
1 7
7 50
1 7
3 21
1 7
1 , 7

Entire Country

N -62
n %

4 G,

21 34
28 46

4
1 2.
0 0
1 2

r .
1 13' , 33 53
0 0 18 29
o 'o 8 10

0 0 2 3
0 0 8 13
1 33 13:' .21
1 33 7 ,: 11

1 33 28 1.02
1

0
33 t6

9

41 6 10
3 5

0 0 3 6it
1 2
4 a -
1 2
1 2' ,..:
3
3 5

Cr
1'

0

0
0
0

O 0
0 0
1

1 7
1 7
1 7

1

O 0
01 0
0 0
6 38
2 12
o o
0
3 19'

O 0

O o-

o
0 0
3 38
2 25
0

O 0

1 6

2 12
1- 6
1 6

A 29
0

1 8
1 6

0 0

2 14
1 7
o o
2 14

,0

o o

Ua 2

0 5
-2

0 1

0 17

54-
0 1 2

1 2
0 3 6

-1
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TABLE 6.1 (continued)

FORCES HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT ON REGIONAUSM, BY REGION OF THE COUNTRY

F 0 R C

, r

REGIONS 'OF THE COUNTRY Jec...
Entire Country

N .." 62
ri %

.

Mid Atlantic
4 raps., 4 states

n %

Midwest
16 respL, 13 states

it ' jr

Hew England'
9 raps., 6 states

n %

South
17 rasps., 14 states

n %

Weft
13 naps., 13 states

n %

f NowStats
I raps., 4 tom

n % "

EXTRAPERSONAL I . .

,STATE GOvERNMEN ationl
, .

Action of Governor's Office 10 62 .4 44 3 18 4 29 : 21 34

Action QT Etats Debartmem of Admin P 2 12 1 11 2 12 0 6 5 IP

Action of State Budget Wire 4 25 2 22 1 6 3 21 10 1

Action of State Planning Office 3 19 0 0 0 0 2 4 5

Action of Cipital Construction Agency 0 0 1 11 0 0 0 0 & 1

Action of Legislative Approp Corn 2 12 1 11 4 24 4 29 11 1

Existence of Specific Legislative Resol 3 19 0 0 4 24 3 21 . 10 1

Existence of Specific Law 2 12' 2 22 4 24 1 7 9 1

Decision of Slate Court 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Action of State Attorney General. s Of ° 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Competition for State Money Inds Agen 2 12 1 11 2 12 0 0 5

Other - . .
6 0 0 1 6 0 0 2

STATE GOVERNMENT (Educational) _,,
4

Leadership Posture of - s.

State Agency Responsible for PSE 2 50 11 69 5 56 13 76 9 84 0' 0 40 85
State Agency Responsible for Other Ed 2 50 3 19 . 0 0 3 18 1 7 0 0 ill 15

State University System 0 '0 5 31 '2 22 0 0 6 43 0' 0 13 21

Existence of Previous Studies 0 0 4 25 1 11 3 18 3 21 0 0 11 18

Other 0 0 2 12 1 11 1 8 0 0 0 0 4 6

,. .
INSTITUTIONS 1

Competition for Money Between - Segments 0 0 5 31 1 11 4' 24 2 14 12 19

Action of Institutions to Preserve Aut 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2

Action by Group of Public Institutions
Action by Group of Private Institutions

0
1

0
25

6
2

38
1.... 0

2 22
- 0

, 4
0

24
0

4
0

29
0

.16

3
26

5

AAction by Influential Public Institution 0 0 4 2 2 22 1 8 0 . 0 7 11

'Action by Influential Private Inst 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 1 2

Other 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 1 - 2

VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AND
ASSOCIATIONS

Laac$erthip Posture of Voluntary Agencies
With Concern For

Business and Industry
,

0 0 2 . 12 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 3 5,
.." Labor Interests 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Advancement of Postsecondary Education 0 - 0 ` 2 12 0 0 0 2 14 0 0' 4 6

Advancement of Other Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,,,, 0 0

Government Effectiveness " 0 ,, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 2 . 33 2 3

Other 1 25 2 12 0 1 8 1 7 0 0 5 8

t. ,

a ft
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involvement by thoi governors' offices in the South should also be noted (18
perCent). Attention to the concept of regionalism in the West, on the other hand, .
shows a very low personal involvement by state education executives (although,
state-level potsecondary agencies as extrapersonal forces are about up to the
national average). Instead, legislifors appear to be the most active personal forces
(50 percent). Similarly, legislative actions are more frequently cited as ixtoper-

'sonal forces in the Western states than in other parts of the country.

. Table 6.2 shows a comparison. (by forces)° Ntween those states rppo In.g)

, an active attention to the concept of regionalism and those reporting that th cop-
oept .has not yet fleveloped to any great extent. As expected, the latter onsis-

tently report fewer pqsitive forces for regionalism in all categories. The friilowing
figures are illustrative of this trend (percefitages are shown):

Personal

Governor
Legislator
Chief executive of state educational

system
Chief executive, public institution

Extrapersonal.,

"With Reg' alism"
to

"No Regionalism"

38 to 25
57 to 30,

71 to 15
50 to 25

governor's office 36 to 30
Legislation 17 to 10
State agency.ifor postsecondary education 81 to 30
Public institutions 33 to 10

The pattern is consistent. However, the figures for posisecondery educa-
tional leadership involveMent (both as a personal and extrapersonal force) are-of
particular note. The differences between the two groups here are even larger than
they are far.4he other forcei. Apparently, in those states with no active attention
tel regionalism,, other forces are not able to compensate for the lack of involvement
by state-level postsecondary leadership itself..

Designs, Manifestations, Operations

Da on the forces influencing the 98 specific regionalization actions, as
recorded in the total column of Table 6.3, are generally consistent with the data
reported above for the concept of regionalism. That is, the heaviestnvolvement
with and commitment to specific regionalization actions is coming from forces
within the professional postsecondary community; but there are strong noneduca-
tional forces as well. .

A few minor differences can be noted, however, in the comparison be-
tween forces having an impact on the con6pt of regionalism in state-level policy-
making and those having an impact on the specific regionelization.implementing

" 1.1



TABLE 2,

FORCES HAVING A POSITIV ,IMPAC REGIONALISM,
BY ATTENTION TO.POST CoNDAR REGIONALISM

sr-

FORc

A Regionalism

States ith Regionalism
_

42 ts From
36 add Territories

n

Without Relionallsrn

20 Respondents From
le Stalin and Territories

n

ENTIRE

COUNTRY

iN -62

n %

PERSONAL

GOVERNMENTIN ucation)

Feder OffIcial
Gov nor
St e Legislato

er State b icial

;Yhe7 fficialLocel
Other

3 7.-
16 313 `1
24 57

4 10
1 2
0 0

2

EDUCATtIO

Chief Ex utive, State o' Systein '30 7t
Other S to Official . 1? 40
Qief E ec , State Voluntary Assot 6 14
Other om Voluntary.Assocration ' 2 5
Regio aliLevel Official 5 '14
Trust ol Public Institution 11 26
Tru of Private Institution- 6 14
Chic Executive from Public Inst .., 21 50
Chi Executive from Private Inst 9 21
0 r Official,from Public Inst 6 14 i
Ot r Official from Private Inst 3 7

er 3 7

LAY CITIZENRY AT LARGE.

r Movement Leader
siness.and tndustry Leader

vil Rights Leader
omen's, Right Leader

nfluehtial Lay Person
her,

EXTRAPERSONAL 4

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Aition cif Executive Agency
Existence of Federal Legi tion

Vocational Education A
CETA
Title HI, Higher Ed Act, 1965
Higher Ed Amendments, 1972
Higher Ed Amendments. 1976
Other

Action of Federal Judiciary
Other

0
3 7

1 2
1 2
3 7

3 7Sr

2 5

5 12
, 2 . 5

1' 2
14 33
4 10
1 2
1 2
3 7

-

gau

1

2
4 2
0
0
o
0

3 15
1

o o
o 0
2
2

.1)10

111( 10
1 6
5 2
1 5
0 . 0
0 0
0 0

5
1

0 0

0 0

0

0 o ,

0 0
t5
5

3

0
0
0

4 6
21 34
28 45

4 6
1

0 0
1 2

33 52
18 29
6 10
2 3
8 13

13 21
7 11

26 42
10 16
6 10
3 5
3 5

1 2
4 6
1 2
1 2
3 5
3 5

2 3

5 8
2 3
1 2

17 27
5 8
1 2
1 2
3 5



TABLE 6.2 (continued)

FORCES HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT ON REGIONALISM,
BY ATTENTION TO POSTSECONDARY REGIONALISM

FORCES

.
Attention to Postsecondary Regionalism

ENTIRE

COUNTRY

N = 62

n %

States With Regionalism

42 Respondents From
36 States and Territories

n, %

States Without Regionalism

20 Respondents From
18 States ma Territories

n %

EXTRAPERSONAL (Continued)

STATE GOVERNMENT INneducatiOnl

Action of Governor's Office , 15 36 6 ,r30 21 34

Action of State Department of Admin 4 10 1 5 5 8

Action of State Budget Office 8 19 2 10 10 16

Action of State Planning Pf lite 5 12
3 0 0,, 5 8

Action of Capital Constriction Agen 0 0 1 5 1 2

Actiortof Legislative Approp Corn 10 ,f 24 1 5 11 18

Existence of Specific Lefis Reso) 10 24 0 0 10 16

Existence of ,Specific Law 7 17 2 10 9 15

Decision of State Court , ' 0 0 0 0 0 0
Action of State Attorney Gen'l 's Of 0 0 0 0 0 0
Competition for St MoneyIntra Ag "' 4 10 1 5 5 8

Other
1 o

1 2 1 5 " 2 3

STATE GOVERNMENT (Educational)

Leadership Posturt of.
State Agency Responsible for PSE 34 81 6 30 40 65

State Agency Resp for Other Ed 9 21 0 0 9 15

State University System 10 24 3 15 13 21

Existence of Previous Sit:idles 10 24 1 5 11 18

Other 3 7 1 5 4- 6

INSTITUTIONS

Competition'for Money Between Segmts 11 26 1 5 12 19

Action of Inst to Preserve Autonomy 1 2 0 0 1 2

Action by Group of Public Inst 14 33 . 2 10 16 26
Action by Group of Private,Inst 3 7 0 0 3 5
Action by Influential Public Inst 5. 12 2 10 7 11

Action by Irffluential Private Inst 1 2 0 0 1 2

Other 1 2 0 0. 1 2
- . .

VOLUNTARY ORGANJZATIONS AND
ASSOC ,

.

Leadership Posture of Voluntary
Agencies With Concern For

-

Businesi and Industry 3 7 0 0 3 5

LaborInterests 0 0 0 0 0 jp...

Advancement of Postsecondary Ed 4 10 0 0 . 4
Advancement of Other Education 0 0 0 0 0 0
Government Effectiveness 2 5 0 0 2 3 .

' Other 5 12 0 0 5 li

- .
.

. , .
. .

r

91

113



od

01454

44,o4000

t.

i
R

O
;

m
g
Q
m
w
O
m

M
W

O
M

1,01400.1.M
..

...em
cees

-
o
g
g
g
o
g
o
 
g
o
g
o
o
g
o
g
e
g
g
o
 
o
o
p
o
g
o

M
M

O
D

.-M
M

O

KC

m
itrA

m
01010

M
0
^
0
0
.
-
0
C
V
M
0
 
0
0
0
0
6
.
0

o
g
0
0
0
t
o

/
l
b

e
1

I
,
 
C
V
 
C
0
0

0
0
7
0
0
.
0
0V

3.4.7..m
M

O
.m

M
w

(M
00

k
s
 
C
O

M
 
C
V
 
0

0
el

e
l
 
C
V

0
 
0

0.-00V
0

0(.10040

i
t
'

vonleeee
11,7,W

eectoogow
ee' en.o.ow

e

.
4
1
0
.

m
m
0
0
0
0
0

ccm
O

o-ocom
oo ocootvo

M
ei,M
41.

O
 0141020m

0*

O

F
,
.

rri
13

043 -.A
P

O
 o

000000ttoo

0
o
o
p
 
0
.
-
 
o
 
0

.4

1- or

g
*

l
e
z

a

w
o
g
r
.
o
w
'
m

.
.
7
.
a
t
u
r

070m
O

M
m
C
V

M
C

M
O

ym
-

v
R
a
r
1
0
1
0
1
0
f
.
0
 
g
 
%
C
O
 
e
l

c9oD
Y

f
."

V
M

M
 M

V
0V

M
M

W
..0700

-t."-0.11C
IM

M
O

IV
00

O
D

e
l
 
0
 
0
 
C
V
 
0
 
0
 
-

-

V
C
T
 
0
7

P
.
 
0
5
 
N
A
 
C
)

7
-

m
m
O
v
m
m
O
v

M

J
;
*;

M
r
.
"
-
M
i
O
M
M

7
,
1
4
m
m
m
m
m
g
m
m
m
m

m
m
m
m
r
.
.
0

-
e
l
i
A
l
C
V
M
0
7
.
-
C
m
0
7
m
.
-

M
M

M
M

M
V

M
O
M
I
C
I
M
O
O

M
 
W
V
.
-
W
I
C
I
M
O
O

U0

fr".4



tr

TABLB1.3 (continued)
FORCES HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT ON REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA MAME)

, . GEOGRAPHIC AREA
,

Interstate
Compacts

N - 4
n %

TOTAL

N= 98
n %

FORCES

)

.

INTRASTATE .
..

INTERSTATE

Whole State 4
N = 41

a %

Part1s1 of
Skate

N = a
n %

TOTAL
N-67

n %

Entire
States .

N -13
n ,...5

Other
N-14

n %
.

TOTAL
N-37

n %

EXTRAPERSONAL ICon 1 .

STATE GOVERNMENT I at
Action of Governor's Office 5 12 4 Y5 9 13 7 64 3 21 10 37 3 75 22 22

Action of State Department of n 3 7 2 8 5 7 1 8 1 7 2 7 1 25 8 8

Acbonof State Budget Office 10 24 5 19 15 '22 3 23 3 21 6 22 2 50 23 23

A c t i o n of S t a t e Planning Office 5 12 0 0 5 7 1 8 0 0 1, 4 0 0 6 6

' Acme( of Capital Construction Agency 3 , 7 3 12 6 9 2 ' 15 1 7 f 11 0 0 9 9

Action of Laps1ative Approp. Cons 11 27 4 15 15 22 6 46 7 50 ' 13' 48 2 50 30 31

M0,101101 of Specific Legislative Resoi 6 1N0 3 12 9 13 1 8 3., 21 4 - 15 1 25 14 14

Existence of Specific Law
Oecasion of State Court

11
D

V
0

6
1

23
4

17

1

25
1

3
0

23
0

3
0

21
0

6
0

22
0

1 25
0 0

24
-1

24
1

Action of State Attorney General s Of ' 1 2 1 4 2 .3. 0 0 D 0 :0 0 0_ 0 2 2

CoOpetition for State Money-Inns Agency 3 7 4 15 7 10 0 0 0 0. 0 0 1 25 8 8

coil, 1 2 0 0 . 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 .25 2 2

STATE GOVERNMENT tEducationa0
leadvship Posture of
State Agency Responsibie for PSE 26 63 17 '65 43 64 10 37 6 43 16 50 3 75 82 63

) State Agency Responsibie for Other Ed 8 20 2...... 8 10 15 1 . 8 1 7 2 7 1 25 13 13

Stem University System 11 27 9 35 20 30. 5 38 3 21 8 30 1 25 29 30

Existence of Previous Studies 11 27 3 12 14 21 - 0 0 2 ,14 2 7 2 50 18 18

Other 4 10 0 0 4 6 0 0 c 1 7 1 4 1 25 6 6

INSTITUTIONS
,- 13ComPstibon for Money Between Segments 8 20 5 1§--... 3

'o.
23 0- 0 3 11 1 . 25 17 . 17'

Action of Institutions to Preserve Aut 4 10 0 0 4 6 0 1 7 1 4 5 5

Action by Group of Public Institutions 8 20 9 35 17 25 1 ) 3 21 4 15 21 21

Action by Group of Private Institutions 3 7 4 15 7 10 3 2 2 14 . 5 18 12 ' 12

Action by Influential Public Institution 4 10 5 19 9 13 - 8 1 7 2 7 11 11

Action by influential Private Institution 2 5 2 4 6....---13 ', 0 1 7 1 4 5 6

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 1 4 1 1

VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AND
ASSOCIATIONS

Leadership Posture of Vol Agencies for
, ,

* i
,

Business and Industry 3 7 7 , 27 10 15 1 8 1 7 2. 7 0 0 12 12

9 -- 0 4 `,,
Labor Interests 4 10 0 0 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

Advancement of Postsecondary Education 5 12 2 8 7 10 2 15 AD 0 2 7 0 0 9 )

'
9

Advancement of Other Education 2 5 1 4 3 4 0 0 '0 0 0 0, 0
-`).____

0 3* 3

Government Effectiveness 2 5 3 12 5 , 7 1 8 Q 0. 1 4 0 , 6
Other

( ... -

2 5 3 12 5 7 1

.

8 12 14 3 11 0 0 8 8

i
i,

-
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actions Personal forces from the lay community, for example, seem to be more
active in the implementing actions for regionalization than they are in the atten-
tion to the concept of regionalism (e.g., 16 percent to 6 percent for business and
industry leadership). Among the extrapersonal forces, governors', offices seem to
have more involvement with the conceptual development of regionalism at die
policy-making level (34 percent) than they do with actions at-the implementing
or4perational level (22 percent). Just the opposite seems true with legislative -

action. Here, involvement is More directed to the specific implementing actions.
Finally, it can be noted that the impact of the federal 1972 Higher Education
Amendments on the conceptual development of r gionalism, as reported above,
not yet apparent at the erational level. Perifaps lige federal influence sjaotild-
best be viewed in an evol tionary sense, with the impgct now being felt at the
policrmaking level lik to b4come a significant force for specific regionalization
implementing'actions at a later date.

,

Beyond these, general conclusions, Tables 6.3 through-6.7 present van s

,,-analyses of forces according to several selected variables. The categories for aly-

sis are those established in earlier chapters.

Table 6.3 presents the forces affecting regionalization actions according to
geographic area. The data clearly show noneducatiohai governmental forcesboth
personal and extrapersonalto be most involved in interstate regionalization
actions. State legislators, for example, are cited as positive personal forces in 59
percent of the interstate actions, but only in 36 percent of the intrastate actions.
Similarly, 37 percent of interstate actionsieport the governor's office to be a sig-
ni,ficant extrapersonal force; only 1Pppercent of intrastate actions do likewise. In
that interstate regionalization actions are by definition multi-jurisdictional in
nature, this high level of involvement by top political leadership in the states

comes as no surprise.

4041

Conversely, intrastate regionalization actions, for the most part, exhibit a
higher level of involyement from educational forces within the state thaR4do inter-
state actions. To illustrate, at-t the institutional level, the thief executives of public
institutions are reported 'as positive forces for 42 percent of the intrastate actions,
but only for 26 percent of the interstate actions; similarly for the chief executives
of private institutions, 22 percent for intrastate actions but only 7 percent for in-
terstate actions. At the state level, the two most frequently cited forces are also
educational ones: the leadership posture of state agencies responsible for post-
secondarysecondary education (64 percent) and similar leadership from the state university
systems (30 pOcent). Finally, it can be noted that intrastate regionaliiation ac-
tions also give conlderably more attention,to what previous studies on regionalism
have shown (21 percent report such attention) than do interstate actions, (7 per;
cent).

Within the interstate category, the general pattern described above holds
that is, strong involvement from 'noneducational govemmental forces. Legislative
involvement is evenly distributed among the different types of interstate actions.

. Governors' offices, on the other hand, are particularly active in actions involving j
entire states (54 percbrit) although governors are cited pore often as personaV

94

116



forces for interstate actions involving led than entire states (50 percent). From
this, it might be concludid that governors tin if to throw the weight of their office

1 behind comprehensiveinterstate tions, while preferring to use their own powers
of personal persuasion for actions invo i only a particular segment or segments
of the state. Finally, as far as state-level postsecondary leadership is concerned,
agencies responsible, for postsecondary education in the states are much more in-
volved with actions involving entire statesthey are cited as positive extrapersonal
forces in 77 percent of such actions, but in less than half (43 percent) of the inter-
state actions involving less than entire states:

Within the intrastate Z.ategory, the patterrriof strong involvement of educa-
tional forces shows for both intrastate actions involving the whole state and those
involving partly) of a state. State-level postsecondary leadership seems to give
equal attention to both types of intrastate actions (postsecondary agencies are
citedas forces for 63 percent of intrastate/whole actions and for 65 percent of
intrastate/part(s) actions). Institutional leadership, on the other hand, is more in- _
volved with regionalization actions for particular geographic sections of the state.

4,

" Table 6.4 displays the forces having an impact on regionalization actions
by institutional type. The data show some very strong forces to be common to
regionalization actions for both the public and private sectors.and for all segments
of postsecondaryAnstitutions. State-level postsecondary leadership, for example,
is the most frequently cited extrapersonal force for all subcategories on the vari-
able institutional type. Nevertheless, there are some interesting differences on
certain forces that can be reported.

First, regionalization actions involving comprehensive institutional cover-
age (both public and private institutions) have much more lay citizenry involve-
ment than do actions involving only,public institutions (23 percent to 9 percent
respectively report business and indtistry involvement). One reason might be that
the composition of the boards of trustees of the private institutions encourages
such participation. Also, it can be noted that the governors (as personal forces)
and the state budget offices (as extrapetsonal forces) are cited much more fre-
quently as positive forces for the actions with comprehensive institutional cover-
age (35 percent and 31 percent respectively) than they are for the public-only
actions (20 percent and 16 percent). Although this seems unexpected at first, it
may indicate, that high-level noneducational forces are required to bring all sectors
of postsecondary institutions together within the same regionalizationaction.

The public-only regionalization` actions, on the other hand, appear to be
more a fuhction of legislative action (as an exttapersonal force) than are the ac-
tions involving all institutions. (Legislative actions are the second most frequently.
cited force for public-only actions.) Since it is the legislatures that are the ap-
propriating bodies for public higher education in the states, their high level of in-
volvement in regionalization actions for public institutions Is not surprising. What
'does seem surprising is that institutional leadership from the, public sector is more
supportive of regionilization actions involving public and private institutions (46
percent) than they are of actions involving only their own institutions (30 per -
dent). Perhaps this is some indication that public institutions prefer not to be

417



TABLE 84
FORCES HAVING A POSITIMk IMPACT ON REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION INCLUDED

,

FORCES

6 INSTITUTIONAL TYPE .
-"...

L

%

i

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE

_

PUBLIC ONLY
PRIVATE
ONLY

UNCUPSI
FWD

PlieT
n %

T TT A

NO 98
n

4-Year
N . 14

%

2-Year
N . 2

n %

244-Year
N-36

n %

TOTAL
N . 52

n %

4-Year
N

n

,

. 14

.

%

2-Ye
N-

n %

2. & 4-Year
N-20

n ? %
,

TOTAL
N -44

n %

er Yew Only
N.1

n %

`PERSONAL

GOVERNMENT INoneducatonl.
Federal Official
Governor
State Legislator
Other State otficia!
Mayor
Other Local Official
Other

1DUCATION
Chief Executive State Edu4 Astern
Other State Official
Chief Exec State Voluntary Assoc
Other from Voluntary Association
Rayons! Level Officrat
Trustee of Public Institution
Trustee of Private Institution,
Chief Executive horn Public Institution
Chief Executive from Private Institution

' Other Official from Public Institution
Other Official from Private Institution
Other 1

LAY CITIZENRY AT LARGE
Labor Movement Leader
Business and Industry Leader
Civil Rights Leader .
Women's Right Leader
Influential Lay Person

.4 Other (...\
EXT RAPE RSON A L

'.4k1-
.FEDERAL GOVERNMENT i2 1

Amon of Executive Agency
Existence of Federal Legislation

IMP,

Vocational Education Acts
el TA
Title RI, Higher Education At 1965
Higher Education Amendments 1972
Higher Education Amendments 1976

,

Other
Other

*

1

8
7

1

3
3
0

6
2 ,

--J
1

0
3
2

0
0 '

0 "
60`
0
3
1

I '

4

&
0
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i

7

57
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7
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14

7

7
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TABLE $1 lortinued)
FORCES HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT ON REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY'TYPE OF INSTITUTION INCLUDED

,
,

. v

F'ORCES

if

INSTITUTIONAL
a

TYPE ; .

%

PUBLIC AHD PRIVATE. PUBLIC ONLY
PRIVATE

ONLY
UNCLASSI

FIED
e

N e 1
%

TOTAL

N e 96
n

4-Year
N e 11

n %

2.Year
N e 2

n IV

2- & 4-Year
N e 36

n %

TOTAL
N e 52

n
-

%

,
4-Year
N e 11

n %

2Year
N e 10,

n' %

2.8r 4-Ye
. N e 20 '

n %

TOTAL
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n %

1-Year Only
N e 1

n-- % a

XTRAPERSONAL (Continued/
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tion of Governor s Office

*bon of State Department of Admin
LActoi.of State Budget Office
! Acton ft State Planning Office
! Actson of Capital Construction Agency,'
-Action of Legislative ApproO Corn l'F%

Existence of Specific Legislative Re.sol \
I Existence of Specific-Law '

Decision of State Court A

An ol State Attorhey General's Of
' Competition for State Money- Into Agency
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STATE GOVERNMENT (Educational)
Leadennip Posture of ,

State-Agency Responsible tor PSE
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Competition for Money Between Segments
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Action by Influential Public Institution
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"isolated" in regionalization actionsthat they fear such arrangements are likely
to evolve into governance structures, with a subsequent loss of control at the in-
stitutional level.

Within the public/private category/ it carp be seen that the participation of
lay interests is highest 443 percent for businesi and industry interests) f4 r those ,

actions involving four-year institutions.' Within the public-only category, the
strdfig legislative involvement described above comes largely from those actions
invoking of ly two-year institutions (50 percent). -

Table 6.5 reports the distribution of forces according to the academic pro-
gram level involved: All of the categorieslisted are similar in that they share a
strong involvement by state -level postsecondary leadershipboth the chief execu-

- tives of state educational systems as personal forcetand he postsecondary agen-
cies as extrapersonal forces. 1

Beyond that general pattern it can be noted that actions involving only as-
sociate and certificate level adtiOns'seem to lack the personal support of governors
(only 2 of these"18 actions report the governor as a riositive force and the execu-
tive branch generally (again 2 actions cite the governor's office; 3, the budget
office). However, these actions do benefit from strong legislative support. Also,
the influence of federal vocational education legislation is apparent (cited for 39
percent of the associate level actions). Regionalization actions for graduate pro-
grams on the other hand, seem to have the strong personal support of goVernors
(47 percent report gubernatorial support), in addition to high legislative involve-
ment (47 percent with state legislators as Personal forces).

In Table 6.6, forces are reported f the seven regionalization patterns
developed by geographic area and type of institution. The most active fOrces for
several of these different types of regionalism can be noted.

The comprehensive-A intrastate regionalization pattern has strong involve-
ment from state-levet postsecondary leadership (67 percent). The next most fre-
quently cited extrapersonal forces are the existence of previous studies (39
percent) and the competition for monies- between different components -of post-
iecondary education in the states (39 percent). These competitive fiscal pressures
apparently are more a force for joint regionalization actions amonmarious ele-
ments of postsecondary eduCation in the states than they are a force for separate
and independent actions by these different f tions. The public comprehensive
regionalization pattern also shows state-level postsecondary leadership to be a.
strong forcealthough there is a real lack of support from pUblic postsecondary
institutional interests for this kind of regionalizatibn action.

The. strongest forcesboth personal (67 perce extrapersonal (50
percent) for community college regionalization actions come m legislative in-
terests. From the start, the community college m ement i this country has
been a product of direct legislative action. Apparent rong legislative ate/
tention,to community college operations remains eyen today, as evidenced by trip
involvement of legislative interests in regionalization actions for this segment of
postsecondary education.

98
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TAKE 6.5 (continued)
FORCES HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT ON REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL INCLUDED

1-.
ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL

TOTAL

N - N

..n %

FORCES
. _ .

AN Lamb
N . 41
n 4

Graduate Only
lo - 17

' h %.

Becadansest
and Abe's,

N . Si
n %

Undergraduate
N.7 '

n %

Assocsate and
Certificate

N.18
n %

Noncredit
N - 3

n %

Unclassified
N.4

n %

TRAPERSONAL IContinuell .

WAIF GOVERNMENT isoneducatwo
Acbon of tne Governor's Office .
Amon of State Department of Admm
Action of State Budget Office
Action of State Planning Office
Action of Capital ConstruAtion Agency
Action of Lagislatwe Approp Con.
bustance of Specific' Legislative Resat
Existence of Specific Lew
Dobson of Stan Coin-1
Action of State Attorney General's Of
Competiti on for State Money - Intra Agency
Other 4

ATE GOVERNMENT fEducataonall
Leadership Posture of
&We Agency Responsible for ME
WOG Agency Responsible for Other Ed
&Me University System

Einstimat of Previous Studies
Othdr

NSTTIUT IONS
Compehhon *Money Between Segments
Action of Instrtirtions t6 Preserve Au{'
Action by Group of Public Institutions'
Action by Group of Private Institutions
Action by Influential Public Institution
Aaron by Influential Private Institution ,
Other

UNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AND
AT IONS

try ...

Labor ilterests
Advancement of Postsecondary Education
Advancement of Other Education
Government Effectiveness
Other

.

11 27
2 5
9 ''', n
2 5.
1 2

10 24
4-, 10
8. 20
1 2

, 1 2

2 5
1 2

.
29 71

3 7
1Q 29
10 24

1 2

9 22
2 ' 5
7 17

3 7

3 7

1 2

0 0

2 5
0 0

11,1 10
1 0 0

2 5
3 7

.

-

,

4
1

5
2

2
8

'5
3
0
0
2

0

10
1

8
1

0

1

, 1
1

2
1

1

0

2

,1
1

1

.1
1

24
6

29
12
12
47
29
18
0
0

12
0

r 59
6

35
6
0

6
8
6

12
6
8
0

12
6
6
6
6
6

--

.

' 3
2

3
0
3
3
0
2
0
0
1

0

3
2
5
1

0

3
0
4
3
3
1

0

3
0
1

1

1

1

38
25
38
0

38
38
0

25
0
0

12
0

38 '
25
62
12
0

38
0

50
38
38
12

0

38
0

- '12
12

12

12

1

1

2
0
1

1

0
2
0
0
0
0

,

8
0
1

... 0
".0

, 1

0
1

4 2
1

1

0

2
0
1

0
1

2

-

t 14
14
29
0

14.
14

-_ 0
29
0
0
0
0

88
0

14
0
0

14
0

14
29
14. ,
14
0

29
0

14
0

14
29

.

2
1

3
1

1

7

4
8
0
1

3
0

9
4
3
5
4

3
2
5
1

1

0'
1

2
3
1

1

' 1 '
1

11

6
17
8
6

39
22
44
, 0
8

17

0

50
22
17
28 I
22

17
11

28
8
8
0
8

11

17
6
8
6
6

i

'4.

0 0
0 0
0 0
1 33
1 33
1 33

'1 33
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 33

2 87
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0 0
0 0
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0 0
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0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
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0 4o
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0 0
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0
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6
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8
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13
29
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5
1

12
4
9
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TABLE 6.6
FORCES HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT, BY TYPE OF REGIONAUZATION ACTION

,

FORCES ,

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS. GEOGRAPHY AND INSTITUTIONS

Il

interstate
Com Papa

N.4
n %

IIK

Other
.

N.30
n %

Total
'-

N". 98
n %

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE

Comprehensive
A

N . 18
n . %

Public
Comprehensive

N.9
n %

Community
College
I4.- 6

n %

. Partial/
All Shinsents

it. 12
n %

Partial/
Public Sensor

N . 6
n %

-

Reciprocity-A
N6

n %

ContractA
N.8
n. %

PERSONAL .
GOVERNMENT {Nontducationl
Federal Official
Governor
State Legislator
Other State Official
Mayor .i,

Other Local Official
Other

EDUCATION
Ghost Execillive. State Educ System
Other State Official
Chief Exec, State Voluntiry Assoc
Other from Voluntary Association
Regional Level Official
Trustee of Public Institution
Trustee of Private Institution
Chief Executive from Public Institution
Chief Executive from Private Institution
Other Official from Public Institution

) Other Official from Private Institution
Other

LAY CITIZENRY AT LARGE
Labor,Movement Leader
Business and Industry Leader
Civil Rights Leader
Women's Right Leader .
Influential Lay Person
Other

EXTRAPERSO4AL

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
Action of Executive Agency
Existence of Federal Legislation

Vocational Education Acts
CETA
Title III, Higher Education Act, 1965
Higher Education Amendments, 1972
Higher Educavin Amendments 1976
Other

Action of Federal Judiciary
Other

-,

1

4
7

3
1

1

-1

9
7

4
2
1

3
1

10
6
3
2

1

2
2
1

1

2

1

I

3
1

0
5
4
2
0
0

6
22
39
17
6
6
6

SD
39
22_
11

6
17
6

56
33
17
11

6

11
11
6
6

11

6

6

17
6
0

28
22
11

0
0

.0

.2

0
1 11

3 33
2. 22
0 0
0
0 0

4 44
3 33

0 '0
3 0 33
1 11

0
22

1' 11

1 11

1 11'

0

0
0
0
0.---,
0
0
0
0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
4

,0
0
0
0

1'
0
1

1

1

1

0

0

67

2 33
2 33

T7
0
t 17
2 33

17

1

0

1 17
1 17
0 b

17
0

17

0

,

0
0

0
0
0
0

0

0

0t

0

0

0
0

1

2
3
0
1

0
0

7

2
1

0
1

2
2
5
5
1

0
0

1

3
0
1

4
1

1

1'
1

0
1

3
1

0
0

8
17
25
0
8
0
0

58
17
8
0
8

17
17
42
'42

8
0
0

8
25
0
8

33
8

8

8
8
0'
8

25
8
0
0 -

-

1-
1

1

1

0
2 40
0
o '

20
20
zo

2 40
2 40
0
0
0
1 20
0
1 20
0
2 40
0
0

0
20

0'
0,
1 20
1 20

0

0
0

0
0
0'

0

9

0
0

0

0
0

-

0
3 50
6 100
0
0
0
0

5 83
' 3 50

2 33
0

i 0
0
0
1 17
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0 0
1 17
0

0

9,
0
0
0

'0
0.
0
0

0
,.

0
0
0
0

.

0
0
0
0

0
0-
0
0

0
0
0

0
...

0

1

xo

,

0
6 75
5 62
1 12
2 25
2 25

4 50
1 12
1 12
0
0

12
1 12
2 25
2 25
0
0

0
3 38
0
0
1 12
0

0

0

0
0

0
0
0

0

0
0

0-

1

0
3
3
1

0
1

0

3
0
1

1

D
. 1

0 ,
2
2
1

1

-O

0
0
0
0
1

0

0

0
0
0
1

1

0
0
0

0
75
75
25
0

25
0

75
0

25
25
0'

25
0

50
50
25
25
0

0
'0
0
0

25
0

0

0
0
0

25
25
0
0
0

.

v

5
7

12
0
3
1

0

17
7

0
0
1

3
'1
13
3
6
0
o

1

7
1

1

6
2

4

4
3
1

0
2
3
0
,1

.

-

17
23
40
0

10
3 .
0

57
'23

0
0
3

10
3

43
10
20
0
o

3
23

3
3

20
7

13 ,

13
10

3
0
7

10
0
3

7
-. 28

43
7
8
8
2

53
27

410
3
7

14'
5

37
19
14
3
1

4
16
2
3

16
7,

6

9
6
1

8
10

7
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1
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7

29
44
7
8
6
2
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10

3
7
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4
16
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TABLE 6.6 (continued)
FORCES HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT, BY TYPE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTION'

4 ..
i .

FORCES
.

. ,

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS GEOGRAPHY AND INSTITUTIONS

Interstate
Compacts

N.4
n %

or

' othow

N.30
n %

Tot ,
N.98
n %

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE

Comprehensive
A

N . 1/1
it %

kb lic
Comprehensive.

N.9
n %

Community
r, College

N.6
n %

Partial/
All Segments

N. 12
n %

Pertial/
Public Sensor

N.5
n %

Reciprocity-A
N.1

n %

Contracts-A
N. 8

n %

E XTRAPERSONAL (Continued) .

STATE GOVERNMENT INoneducation) r-
Action of Governor's Office 3 17 1 11 0 0 2 17 1 , 20 5 83 3 * 3 75 4 (3 22 n
Action of State Department of Admit, 2 11 0 0 0 0 ' 1 8 ..0 0 0 0 1 12 1 26 3 10 8 B
Action of State Budget Office 4 22 1 11 1 17 . 3 26 1 20 0 0 3 38 2 50 8 27 23 23

Action of State Nanning Office 2 11 1 11 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 10 0, 6

Action of Capital Construction Agency 1 6 1 11 - _11_ 0 1 8 1 20 0 0 -I- 12 0, 0
503

4 13 , 9 9

Acton of Legislative Amnon Corn
Existence Of Specific Legislative Resol

3
1

17
6

2
1

22
11

3
3

50
50

2

1

17
8

1

1

20
20

3
0

50
0

5
2

82
25

2
1 25

9
4

39
13

30 31
14 14

Existence of Specific Law 4 22 1 11 1 50 2 17 1 20 3 50 3 38 1 26 6 20 24 24

Decision of State Court . 9 0 0' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 1

Action of State Attorney General's Office 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O. 2 7 2 2

Competition for State Money -Inns Agency 1 6 0 0 1 17 1 8 2 40 0 0 0 0 1 25 2, 7 8 8

Other 0 0 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 0 0 2 2

STATE GOVERNMENT (Educational) .

Leadership Posture of
State eggncy Responsible for PSE 12 67 5 56 2 33 7 58 . 2 40 6 100 4 50

'
3 76 21' 70 82 83

State Agency Responsible for Other Ed 4.2. 11 i 2 22 1 17 1 B 0 0 0 0 1 12 1 25 5 17 13 13

State University System 6 \ 33 2 22 1 17 3 25 4 BO 0 0 2 25 1 25 10 33 29 30

Existence of Previous Studies 7 39 1 11 1 17 2 17 1 20 0 0 0 0 2 50 4 13 18.-' 18

Other 0 0 1 11 2 33 0 0 0- 0 0 0 , 0 0 1 25 2 7 6 13

INSTITUTIONS
..

Competition for Money Between Segments 7 39 0 0 0 0 3 26 1 20 2 33 0 0 ' 1 26 3, 10 17 17

.coon of Institutions to Preserve Autonomy 2 11 1 11 1' 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 1 3 5, 5
Action by Group of Public institutions .

'.. Action roue of Private Institutions
3
3

17
17

1

0
11

0
1

0
17

0
3
2

25
17

2
r- 0

40
0

0
2

0
33

2
2

25
26

9
3

30
10

21 21
12 12

Action nfluential Public Institution 4 22 0 0 0 0 1 .8 2 40 0 0 ,. 1 12 3 10 11 11

Action y Influential Private Institution 2 11 0 0 0 0 1 8 ' . 0 9 0 0 1 12 ,1 3 5 5

Other . , 0 0 0 d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3. 1 I

VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AND .' 4,
ASSOCIATIONS
Business and Industry 'It 1 6 0 0 0 0 4 33 1 20 1 12 . 0 5 17 12 12

Labor Interests , 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 10 4 4

Advancement of PostseConliary Education 2 11 1 '' 11 0 0 1 8 0 0 Q 0 0 5 17 9 9

Advancement of Other Education 1 6 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 0- 1 3 3 - 3

Government Effectiveness 1 6 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 4 13 . 13 6

Other ` 2 11 0 0 0 0 2 17 0 0 1 12 0 3. 10 B 8

. .
' t

a

fb
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The partial/all segments pattern reports strong institutional leadership
involvement, plus active support from business and industry interests. State uni-
varsity systems are the strongest farce for partial/public senior regionalization
actions.

For interstate .regionalization actions, it can be noted that recipr ity-A
ktions seem to require active support on several frontsthe executive and legisla-
tive branches of government and state-level postsecondary leadership. Con ractual
agreements, on the other hand, seem to depend most on the personal sup rt of
governors and positive actions of the legislative appropriations committeet in the
states.

fferemces in forces in-
fluencing

Table 6.7 displays foes
ram level. Again, difor

six regionalization patterns developed'
by geographic area and academic p

the various patterns can be noted.

Regionalization actions for associate level programs show a high level of
involvement from legislative forces within the state. The federal vocational educa-
tion legislation and the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) are
also positive forces for these associate level actions.

There is a relative lack of active forces for regionalization actions involving
all program levels within a specific intrastate geographic area (the partial/broad
pattern). But for regionalization actions for specific program levels within a spe-

t cific intrastate region a high level of involvement from various local educational
and noneducational forces exists. For example, chief executives of public institit
tions ar# cited in 58 percent of the, actions; ,influential lay persons, 42 percent;
collective leadership of business and industry interests, percent. -This informa-
tion, coupled with data r,gaorted earlier in Table 6.6, supports ti% conclusion that
lotal lay interests are most involved with regionalization actions that include all
institutions within an intrastate geographic area, but only specific programs of
Those institutions.

For those interstate regionalization patterns within the geography by pro-
gram level classification displayed in Table 6.7, it can be noted that almost all of
the forces cited are those at the state-level, with heavy involvement from both ed-
ucatZnal and noneducational fokces.- Local and institutional involvement is vir-
tualfytionexistent for the interstat actions.

Questions of Special Interest

.Negative Forces

An attempt was also made 16 gather information on all forces having a
negative ititpaa on postsecondary regionalism efforts. In fact, the original call for
data simply requested information on all forcespositivi-and negativethat have
had an .influence. ,Respondents were eager to report positive forces but were con-
siderably more hesitant to identify the negative forces.

10.1
1 2 t-
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TABLE 6 7
FORCES HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT. BY TYPE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTION

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS GE

FORCES
INTRASTATE

CoosPrehensive
-6

N -19
%

Associate
N - 13
n %

Partial/Broad
N-12
n %

PERSONAL

GOVERNMENT 1Noneclucationi
Federal Official 0 0 1 8 1 8
Governor 4 21 2 15 2 17
State Legislator 6 32 8 62 4

30!Other State Official
Mayor

1

o
5
o

1

2

8

15
0
1 8

Other Local Official 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1 5 0 0 0 0

EDUCATION
Chief Executive State Educ System 7 37 7 54 5 . 4 33
Other State Official 6 32 4 31 3 25
Chief Eck State Voluntary Assoc 3 16 2 15 1 8
Other from Voluntary Association 2 11 0 0 0 0
Regional Levet Official 3 16 1 8 0 0
Trustee co Public Institution 2 11 3 23 2 17
Trustee of Private Institution 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chief Executive from Public Institution 9 47 4 31 a 25
Chief Executive from Private Institution 5 26 1 8 3 25
Other Official from Publicinstitution 4 21 1 8 2
Other Official haat Private Institution 2 11 0 0 0
Other '1 5 0 0 0 0

LAY CITIZENRY AT LARGE
Label Movement Leader 0 0 2 15 1 8
Business and Industry Leader 1 5 1 8 2 17
Civil Rights Leader 0 0 8 0 0
Woolen's Rights Leader -o

11
1 8 1 8

Influential Lay.Person o 0 2 15 2 17
Other

cla

3 16 1 8 1 8

EXTRAP543gONAL

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
Action of Executive Agency 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existence of Federal Legislation

VoCational Education Acts 1 5 5 - 38 0 0
CETA 0 0 4 31 0 0
TaleT11 Htgher Ed Act of 1965 0 0 1 8 0 0
Higher Education Amendments of 1972 3 16 2 15 1 8

Higher Education Amendments of 1976 3 16 1 8 2 17
13thr.. 2 11 1 8 1 8

Action of Federal Judiciary 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other o' 0 0 0 0 0

0 APHY AND PROGRAM LEVEL

INTERSTATE

/Specific
N . 12
n %

.1

1 8
3 25
2 17
O 0
3 25
2 17

1 8

5 42
3 25
O 0
O 0
O 0
3 25
3 25
7 56
4 33
2 17

O 0
O 0

O 0
4 33
O 0
0 0
5 42
2 17

1 8

2 17

2 17

o o
o o
1 8
2 17
0 0
1 8

AM*

Reaprocrty-B
N -5

n %

Corthech-8
N .6

n %

0 0 0 0
3 03 5 62 1
4 80 6 75
0 0 1 12
0 0 1 12
0 0 1 12
0 II 0 0

5 ,00 6 75
4 0 0
1 1 12
0 o 0
0 d 0
0 o 0
0 o 0
0 1 12
0 1 12
0 o o
0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 2 25
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
1 20 2 25
0 0 0' 0

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 C 3
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

INTERSTATE
COMPACTS

N -4
n % ,

OTHER

N -25
n

TOTAL

N
n %

0
3
3
1

0
1

0

3 75
O 0
1 25
O 0
O 0
1 25
O 0
7 50
2 50
1 25
1 25
O 0

O 0
O 0
O 0
O 0
1 25
0 0

O 0

0
O 0
O 0
1 25
1 25
O 0
O 0
O 0

4 16
8 24,"

10 40
3 12
1 4
2 8
O 0

16 84
7 28
1 4
1 4
3 12
3 12
2 8

11 44
3 12
4 18
O 0
O -0

1 4
6 24
1 4
1 4
3 12
O 0

5 20

1 4
0 0
O 0
1 4
2 8
1 4
0 0
O 0

'7
7

28 29
43 44

7 7
8 6
6 6
2

53 54
27 211

10 10
3 3
7 -7

14 14
5 5

37 36
19 10
14 14
3 3
1 1

4 4
18 16

2 2 1

3 3
16 16
7 7 1

8 8

9 9
6 6

,1 1

8
10 10
7 7

O 0
1 3



TABLE 6.7 (continued)
FORCE! HAVING A POSITIVE IMPACT. BY TYPE OF REGIONAUZATION ACTION

.
.

.
FORCES

.

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS, GEOGRAPHY AND PROGRAM LEVEL

INTERSTATE
COMPACTS

N 4 -
n %

OTHER

N p 25
is. %

'

TOTAL

N %le
a %

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE

Conspeohenove
-13

N 19
n %

Associate
N 13
n %

Partial/Broad
N 12n ,

Partui/Sporfic
N r 12
n %

Recsproatvill
N 5

n %

Cootracta8
N 8

n %

EXTRAPERSONAL (Continued) i
STATE GOVERNMENT

Action of Sallie Dept of Adman
Acton of Governor's Office "

io
2 11

1 5
7
1

15
8

2

0
17

0
1

1

8
8

4
0

80
0

2 25
0 0

3
1

75
25

6
4

24
16

22
8

22
8

Action of State Budget Office 6 32 3 23 1 8 3 25., 0 0 - - 1 12 2 7 28 23 23
Action or State Planning Office 2 11 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

.S0

0 3 12 6 6
Action of Capital Construction Agency 0 -0 1 8 1 8 2 17 0 0 0 0 9 0 5 20 9 9
Action of legislator Approp Corn 4 21 , 5 -38 1 8 3 25 3 60 5 62 2 50 . '7 28 30 31
Existence of Specific Legislative Raw
Existence of Specific Law
DOCIIKIft of State Court

0 0
4 21

0 0
-

4
6
0

31-

46
0

2
2
1

17

17

8

1

3

0

8
25

0

0
1

0

0
20

0 1

2 25
. 2 25

0 0

1

1
0

25
25
0

4
5
0

16
20

0

14
24

1

111

24
1

Acton of State Attor General s Off 0 0 1 8 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Competition for State Money Intra Agency 0 0 2 15 1 8 3 , 25 0 0 0 0 1 25 1 4 8 8
Other 0. 0 ' 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 1 4 2 2

STATE GOVERNMENT (Education) I
Leadership Posture of I

State Agency Responsible for PSE 13 88 5 38 7 58 8 67 5 100 3 38 3 75 18 72 62 63
State Agency Responsible for Other Educ 2 11 4 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 6 24 13 13
State.University System 7 37 3 23 3 25 4 33 1 20 2 25 1 25 8 32 29 30

Existence of Previous Studies --"--r-'''32 4 31 1 8 '
1 8 0 0 0 0 2 50 4 16 18 18

Other ,, 0 0 3 23 0 0 A 0 0 0. 0 0 0 1. 25 2 8 6 6

MOTU UT IONS
Competition for Money Between Segments 5 26 2 15 2 17 3 25 1 20 0 1 25 3 12 17 17

Action of Institutions to Preserve Autonomy 2 11 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 5 5
Action by Group of Public Institutions

ionsAction by Group of Private Institutors
3 16
1 5

3
1

23
8 0

17

0
,

P
5

3

42
25
/ 1

2
20
40 .

0
0

7
5

28
20

21
12

21
12

Action by Influential Public Institution 2 11 1 8 0 0 3 25 1 20 0 4 18 11 11

Acton by Influential Private> itution 1 5 0 0 0 0 1 8 ' 0 0 0 3 12 5 5
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 1

VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AND .
ASSOCIATIONS -

' Leadership Posture cif Voluntary Agency
with Concern for

Business and Industry 0 0 2 15 2 17 4 33 0 .,1 12 0 0 2 12 12 12

Labor Interests 0 0 3 23 0 0 0 0 0 r 10 0 0 0 1 4 4 -4

Advancement of Postsecondary Education 4 21 1 8 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 3 12 9 c
Advancement of Other Education 0 0 1 8 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 3 3

Govtrehment Effectiveness 0 0 1 8 2 17 1 8 , 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 6 6

Other 2 11 0 0 1 8 2 17 , . 4.0 0 fli, 0 0 1 12 8 8

- -

1

12,E



Table 6.8 presents the data that the- authors were able to obtain bn
negative forcesboth for the concept of regionalism and the 98 specific regionali-
zation actions. Although the data are sketchy, they show that the competition for
fiscal support among the vario s postsecondary educational interests in the states
is a major negative forcefor egionalization actions. The conclusion seems war-
ranted, then, that although e harsh economic realities of the 1970s can be an
incentive for interinstituti al cooperation, such forces can; in some instances,

..)lead to further and mor ointed competition p well.
r

Autonomy of operations also seems to be a major issue. Actions.of insti-
tutional leadership to preserve autonomy is the most frequently cited negative
force -both for the conceptual development of regionalism at the policy-making
level-and for the jegionatization actions at the operational level.

"Coalitions" of Forces in the Case States

Tables 6.1 through 6.8 have Presented considerable data on the forces af-
fecting regionalism efforts throughout the country. Many analites were possible
from that information. So far, however, data on the forces have only been pre-
sented in an aggregate fashionthat is, for the country as ,a whole, for regions of
the country, or for different types of regionalization actions. Although those data
andthe conclusions based upon them are certainly of interest, they are nonetha-
less of little help in understanding the interaction of forces within individual states;

Within states, it is not only the individual forces themselves that are sig:
nificant but also the interaction that qccurs among those forces in support of or in
'opposition to postsecondary regionalism efforts. Certainly the substantive posi-
tion of various forces in a state vis-a-vis regionalism is important, for these are the
parameters within which the discussion and interaction among forces occurs. Be-
yond that, however, it is the patterns or political coalitions that emerge mong

'forces which seem Ultimately to determine the success or failure of regionalism
efforts in the states.

In the data presented earlier in this chapter, four forces were cited most
frequently for their impact on regionalism efforts: (1) state-level pos r'Y

leadership (i.e., State Higher Education Executive OfficesSHEEO), (2) legis-

lative branch of government, (3) the executive branch of government, and (4)
institutional leadership. Table 6.9 presents a coniposite sketch of theie categories
of forties (developed from extensive interviews)* for each of the eight case states.
The development of postsecondary regionalism in these states has been and will
continue to be a function of: the poiition of these major forces on regionalism,
their respective political clout in the.state, and the coalitions that emerge among
the forces on the regionalism issue.

From the sketches presented in Table 6.9, a few repeating scenarios can be
developed for describing the interaction of forces on regionalism,,within the case
States. The scenarios are not descriptive of-individual states; rather, each applies
to several of the casrstates. Beyond that, it seems likely that the scenarios are

4 3U



TABLE 8.8

FORCES HAVING A NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE CONCEPT OF
REGIONALISM AND SPECIFIC REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

A

FORCES

The Concept of
Regionalism

N a 82

n

Regionalization
Actions

00' PERSONAL

GOVERNMENT (Noneducation)

Federal Official
43overnor
State Legislator I
Other State Official

Other Local Official
Mayor

Other

EDUCATION

Chief Executive, State Education System
Other State Official
Chief Executive, State Voluntary Assoc.
Other from Voluntary Association
Regional Level Official
Trustee of Public Institution
Trustee of Private Institut* 1

Chief Executive from Public Institution
Chief Executive from Private Institution
After Official from Public Institution
Other Official from Prviate Institution
Other

LAY CITIZENRY AT LARGE

Labor Movement Leader
asiness and Industry Leader
Civil Rights Leader
Women's Right Leader
Influential Lay Person
Other

EXTRAPERSONAL

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Action of Executive Agency
Existence of Fedeial. Legislation

Vocational Education Acts
CETA
Title III, Higher Education Act, 1965
Higher Education Amendments, 1972
Higher Education Amendments, 1976
Other

Action of Federal Judiciary
Other

107

131

0 0
3, 5
3' 5
0 0

,,C1 0'
0 0
0 0

2 3
0 -0
0 0
0 0
1 2
2 3
0 0
4 6
2 3
0 0°
0 0
0 0

0 0
-1 2
0 0
0 0 '
1 2
0 1)

1 2

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

0
0 0

0 0
1 1

0 0
0 0
0 0'
1 1

0 0

1 1

O 0
0 0
0 0
O 0
1 1

0 0
2 2
3 3
0" 0
p
0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

I

0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
2 2
0 0

1-

41.



TABU 6.8 loontintledi

FORCES HAVING A NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THE CONCEPT OF
REGIONALISM AND SPECIFIC REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

$

4
_

e

FORCES

.
I

They Concept of
Regionalism

N .. 62

n %

Regionalization
Actions

. N-98

n %

EXTRAPERSONAL (continued)
.

STATE GOVERNMENT (Noneducation) .

Action of Governor's Office : 2 3 0 0
Action of the State Department of Administration 1 2 1 1

Action of State Budget Department 2 3 4 4
Action of State Planning Office 1 2 0 0
Action otCapital Construction Agency, - 2 3 1 1

Action of Legislative Appropriations Corn. 1 2 3 3
Existence of Specific Legislative Resollitions 0 0 0 0
Existence of Specific Law 0 0 1 1
Decision of State Court 1 2 0 0
Action of State Attorney General's Office 0 0 0 0
Competition for State Money==Intra Agency 3 5 7 7
Other 1 2 , 3 3

STATE GOVERNMENT (Educational) , -I
A

Leadership Posture of:
State Agency Responsible for PSE 0 0 . 2 2
State Agency Responsible for Other Education 0 0 0 0
State University System . 4 6 2 2

Existence of Previous Studies 2 3 1 1

Otber l 2 3 0 0
INSTITUTIONS

Competition for Money Between Segments 5 8 16 16
Ac, tions of institutions to Preserve Autonomy 13 21 21 21
Action by Group of Public Institutions 3 5 3 3
Action by Group of Private Institutions 3 5 2 2
Action by Influential Public Institution' 4 6 5 5
Action by Influential Private Institutin 0 0 1 . 1

Other
_

0 0 0 0
VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AND
ASSOCIATIONS _ 4. r ...

Business and Industry 0 0 0
Labor Interests 0 0 0 0 iAdvancement of Postsecondary Education 0 0 1 1

Advancement of Other Education , 0 0 0 0
Govemment Effectiveness

...--.
Other

t-

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

*



TABLE 6.11

MAJOR FORCES IN THE CASE STATES

hots SHER) Lawslature, Executive Brandt
,

Institutional Leadership

CALIFORNIA

..-

Califotimm,Pcte4coondan IN, Edu-
cation has exten-
shyly studied regionalism,
and his proposed a specific
plan for action

Certain legislatorrhave pro-
'tided strong personal leader
ship, legislature as a collective
body has not yet taken deo
sive action, legislature has
balance of power in regard to
postsetondary regionalism

Govemori Office rIgutral, will
support if efficiencies can be
shown, although wary of ad-
ditionel bureaucracy develop-
mg at regional level I

..,

"Tripartite structure, leadership
of all segrnents onCiclie NW
regional approach that will
threaten existing postsecond-
ary organizational structure,
University of California very
strong politically, and very
strong in its'bpposition to
formal regional structures.

.

ILLINOIS

Illinois Board.of Higher Edu-
cation a consistent and strong
Devlin force, his provided
the critical leadership fdr
regionalism efforts

.

i

Legislature without profes-
sional staff and therefore
described as a "reactive
body" on postsecondary
issues generally, regionalism
not an issue of great intensity,
still, legislative support of the
Higher Education Coopera-
Iron Act IHECA) is note-
wortht

Governor best described as
neutral on postsecondary
regionalism; advocates inter-
institutional cooperation at
a general principle, not in-
volved in specific proposals
for regionalist .

University of Minas a major
political force, strongly op-
poses any regional approach
that would create a new orga-
nizational structure and in
effect challenge its own "turf,"
University is cooperative
vis -a-vis HECA.

t-'

'

LOUISIANA

Lousiarie Board of Regents,
with constitutional authority,
IS power base for postsecond-
ark education, strong credi
bility with the legislature,
recently giving strong atten-
tiOn to regional perspectives
rn statewide planning and
coordination efforts, clearly
the major force for regional
planning within postsecond
ary OR rata*.

Legislature looks to Regents
a major policy-making body
for postsecondary education,
this general posture defines
the role legislature has as
turned 'in regionalism devel
opmentsi e , supportive of
actions taken by Regents

-

4

Present administratkon very
supportive of Regents goner-
ally, no official position on
regionalism per is

'.

Louisiana State University
very powerful politically;
position on regionalism low
key as long w Regents' actions
do not dustmen LSUparticu-
lady the Baton Rouge campus;
Southern University does
not oppose, but concerned
about possible curtailment of
programs serving needs of,
minority groups.

.
PA INNESOTA

---

Minnesota Higher Education
Coordinating Board (MHECB)
a key force operating in sup-
Pon of regionalism efforts,
conceptual development of
regionalism has occurred pro-
manly through efforts of
MHECB, and the agency has
played motor role in all of
the various specific region
ration actions 'that have
evolved in the state

..

Legislature a very active and
aggressive political force,
legislators assume active
leadership roles on education
issuilygenerally, concerning
regipnalism, legislature has

ated in strong suliport1, and has quite often even
been the initiating force in
these efforts

Governor recently issued state-
ment urging MHECB to con-
lima to strengthen its role in
regional coordination

, n

.

Institutions cooperative, but
not enthusiastic supporters of
regionalism, the University of
Minnesota, dearly a major
political forcevin the state,
emphasizes the strength of
voluntary cooperative efforts,
still, no organized oppoutign
to regionalism efforts Nes
developed .



TABLE 6 9 (continued)

MAJOR FORCES IN THE CASE STATES

State .

.
SHEEO . Legislature Executive Branch

.
Institutional Leadership

ly ,

NEW YORK

\
-\\

Board of Regents The Um
versity of the State of New
York, clearly one of keys
forces operating in support of
regionalism, much of impetus
for attention to regionalism
due to Regents' actiorn

t
.

e

Sporadic legislative proposals
for support of regionalism
over past few years, legislation
has not been successful lack
of legislative support likely to
continue without firm execu
bye commitment for region-
altsm

New York has strong tradition
of a centralized gubernatorial
executive office with power
and assertive leadership,
regionalism received first im
petus from 1971 Executive
Order, executive branch has
since backed off in its sup-
port, as Regents' requests for
funding have not been sup-
ported by Division of Budget,
regionalism not a priority
within current Administration

State Untversity,of New York ,
ISUNY) in strong opposition
to regionalization actions of
Regents, SUNY has proposed
tegionalizition plan for its
own system4n open cornpeti
tion with Regents' plan

t

.

.
OHIO

.
Ohio Board of Regents the
major catalyst for intern
stotutional cooperative
activity generally, and the
only state level agency to ,
give serious attention to
regionalism in development
of public policy for-post
secondary education, but
lack of stability in Regents'
polotrcal base makes future
regionalization efforts un
certain at best

Legislature not involved in
substantive policy formula
non, further, concept of .

regionalism has hale visibility
within legislature, no legisla
tive advocacy whatsoever for
developing new organizational
structures for postsecondary
education,-regional or other
wise

Earlier adrtunistratton very
supportive of regionil plan -
rung for all state agencies,
strong oppositionel reaction
by local interests throughout
the state, present governor
not a visible opponent of
regionalism, but not suppof
tive either

Membership of the Inter
I.Miversity Council, particularly
Ohio State University, perhaps
the most powerful postsecondary
political force in the state,
strongly opposes any formal
regional structure for
postsecondary education,
control of two-year Campuses
of the University (under 1
regional structure) a partiCu \
lady sensitive issue

...

O

. ,

PENNSYLVANIA

Pennsylvania Department of
Education (PDE) the major
forts for postsecondary re
gsonaitsm developments over
past.5 years. PDE remains
firm in its commitment to
and supporcof regionalism

No legislative support for
regionalism, funding toot pro
vided, present posture of
legislature best described as
uninformed and disinterested '

....

1971 Executive Order directed
use of regional planning (Its-
tracts for all state agencies,
concerning postsecondary
regionalism, position of
Governor's office a changing
one-funds for support of
regionalism included to earlier
executive budget, since then
Governor's office has corms
tently deleted line item sup

*port for regionalism from
education budget

The Pennsylvania Association
of Colleges and Universities
(PACO), and especially some
of its members such as The
Penrvsylvaffta State University,
a very powerful polttocil force,
University leadership empha-

' sizes importance of voluntary
cooperation, along with other
major public and private in
strtutions opposes formal orga
nizational structure at regional
level

UTAH

.

Utah Board of Regents the
major policymaking body for
postsecondary education, as
provided for in Higher Edu
cation Act of 1950, Regents
utilize regional frameworks in
formulation of public pokey
for postsecondary educatio ,

Legislature aVlitiegialey
dominant policymaking body
-especially in relations with
executive branch, membership
dominated by educators, very
supportive of Regents
generally

Statewide System of planning
regions established through
executive initiative, impact
on postsecondary develop-
ments minimal

.

No organized insututoonal op
position to Regents, University
of Utah an extremely power
ful political force in the state
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generalizable to regionalism developrAent in states throughout the Country. The
scenarios follow:

#1 Major postsecondary interests in a state coalesce in their support of
regionalism: a politically astute and active state-level-postsecondary
agency, support (or at least neutrality) from the legislative and execu-
tive branches of government, no organized institutional opposition;
with this kind of coalition, postsecondary regionalism efforts are
likely to experience considerable success.

#2 Regionalism pursued successfully, .but prirndrily as a policy of a
strong state-level postsecondary agency; regionalism not an issue for
legislative and executive branches of government, but general political
support of legislature and governor for the postseco agency car-

ries over into regionalism issue; institutional inter relatively neu-
tral.

#3 Regionalism efforts are unable to generate any .momentum because
no effective leadership emerges on the issuenot because of opposi-
tion that develops; the state-level postsecondary agency, for its part,
tries to make some efforts in bringing attention to regional frame-
works in policy formulaticm; but with no firm political base, the
agency is able to achieve onlyininirnakresults through these actions.

#4 Regionalism pursued primarily as a policy of the state-lever postsec-
ondary agency; such efforts encounter serious difficulties due to lack
of support (and sometimes outright opposition) from either the legis-
lature, the governor's office, or both, and because of strong opposi-
tion from powerful institutional interests.

Special Perspectives

It was reported earlier in this chapter that although various federal legis-
lative action is indeed having an impact on the conceptual-development of region-
alism within state-level policy-making circles, the federal influence has not yet
become significant at the operational level. Federal officials will want to watch
these developments closely in the months ahead to see if the impact of federal
policies eventually does bet in to filter down to the specific regionalization actions
being pursued in the states.

For institutional interests, the Message of this chapter itAlear: colleges

and related institutions no longer enjoyif indeed they ever did/iStal autonomy
in the governance of their own affairs. The high-level involvement of noneduca-
tional f in regionalism developments, as reported throughout this chapter, is
certain Pr f of that fact. Campus authorities are increasingly being called upon
to interact ith and respond to numerous external forces from all levels of govern-
mental oper ions. Regionalism appears to be one forum within which that kind
of interaction occurring.

t."



State-level postsecondary leadership, too, should see in the data on forces
a call to develop further partnerships with the-several noneducational forces in the
states that are assuming a major role in regionalism developments and in theform-
ulatioh of postsecondary educational policy generally. Together these many
leadership elements can provide a direction for postsecondary education that
alone they could not accomplish.

There is some evidence, fcrr example, that leadership from high-level, non-
educational forces is essential for the successful development of the more compre-
hensive regionalization actionsi.e., those involving all sectors and segments of
postsecondary institutions. For the most part, forces within the postsecondary
educational community seem reluctant (perhaps unable) to assume the initiative
for these kinds of actions. Similarly, most interstate actions require the participa-
tion and commitment of top political leadership in the states.

Conversely, noneducational forces are in many,ways dependent upori
state-level postsecondary leadership for the development of sound 'educationat
policy. Illustrative of this point is the fact that many positive ncineducational
forces (for regionatisin) were reported even in those states where regionalism ef-
forts have not met with success. Apparently, these forceswithout the coopera-
tion and commitment of state-jevel postsecondary leadershiphave been unable to
sustain any momentum for regionalism developments.

A special note can be made' concerning the apparent relationship between
the degree of competition for funds among various components of postsecondary
education in a state and the level of interinstitutional cooperation achieved in that
same state. State-level interests will be pleased to learn that a decline in available-
resources (and the subsequent compe,tition for funds that occurs) appears to serve
as an incentive for regionalization actionsparticularly those actions involving all
postsecondary institutions in a state (see Table 6.6).

However, a caution of sorts needs to be offered on this point, for -the data
are mixed in what they show. State-level interests should not assume that the
kind of fiical pressures described will automatically result in further cooperative
efforts among institutions. The competition for fiscal stp- port was also found to
be a major negative force for regionalization actionkthat is, these kinds of pres-
sures can sometimes lead to sharper competition among institutions, not coopera-
tion. This fact should be duly noted by state-level postsecondary leadership, and
policy developed accordingly.

Finally, of concern to all postsecondary interest groups is the issue of ho,.
to encourage the active participation of lay interests in the development of post-a
secondary educational policy (and programs) in the states. The data show thatthis
can be done best not by pursuing comprehensive, state-wide actions but rather
through less ambitiods actions involving only selected postsecondary institutions
within specific and smaller geographic areas in a state. (Certdiply statewide plan-
ning and 'coordination are necessary, but for reasons not directly_ related to the lay
participatipn issue discussed here.1

f
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As reported earlier, lay interests seem nillost likely to become involved in
regionalization actions for specific .programs of a group of institutions within- a
limited geographic area. This conclusion supports the notion,of "communiver-
sity," as developed elsewhere by one of the authors of this report (Martorana and
Kuhns, 1977). Essentiallrike concept of a communiversity advocates the utiliza-
tion of all educational resources in a localitythe full array of formal educational
institutions as well as the many lei education-centered organizations that have
educational .components within themto meet the needs foi services that eiist
there. The date,presented in this chapter indicate that there are forces already in
place in the states that are operating in.support of precisely this kind of develop-
ment.

e
Summary .

..°. Postsecondary regionalism is emerging as a matter fOi'aiicussion and action
primarily within the professional postsecondary educational communityalthough
the data -clearly, show a strong involvement from several noneducational forces.
This conclusion is supported by the data on both personal and extrapersonal
forces. , It is supported by data on the forces influencing the conceptual develop
ment of regionalism and the forces having an impact on the 98 specific regionalize-

.

tion actions.

14
A few differences can be noted between forces for the concept of region-

alism in state-level policy-making and forces having an impact oh the regionaliza-
tion implementing actions. Personal fortes from the lay community seem more
active in the implementing actions for regionalization than they are kri their atten-
tion to the concept of regionalism. Governors' offices have more involvement
with the conceptual development of regionalism at the policy-making level than
they do with actions at the implementing, operational level. 'Just the opposite is
true with legislative action where forces are more directed to the specific imple-
menting actions. The impact of the federal 1972 Higher Education Amendments,
although significant for the conceptual development of regionalism in the states,
has so far bben minimal on regionalization implementing actions.

The variation of the impact of forces, according to several selected vari-
ables, can be reported. A few highlights are summarized here. ..

'1. U.S. Regional DifferencesThe Midwest shows _a pattern of diversi-
fied and multiple strong forces, educational and noneducational,
operating in support of regionalism; in the South, attention to region-

., alism seems to be occurring more as a unilateral action of state-level
postsecondary educational leadership; the particularly low level of /
involvement of governors' offices in the South can also-be noted''
legislative attention to the concept of regionalism is highs tl thi
West than in other parts of the cotintry; state-level postsectinda7-y
le'adership shows a very loW personal involvement in regionalism de-
velopments.in the West.

0 .,
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States with Regionalism vs. States wiAout RegionalismStates giving
active consideration to the concept OrregionalisM consistently repprt
more positive forces 'lin all categories) for regionalisM developments
than do states where, the concept of regionalism has not developed to
any great extent.

3. Geographic Area4sloneduCational forces are much more active in
interstate regionaliiation actions than they are in intrastate actions;
thevlatter exhibit a higher level involvement from educational forces
within the state.

4. Institutional TypeRegionalization actions that include both public
and private institutions have much more lay citizenry involvement
than do those actions involving only the public sector; they also seem
to require more involvement from high-level noneducational forces;
the public-only actions are more a function of legislative,action;
stitutional leadership 'the public sector is less supportive of
regionalization actions mg only theirown institutions than they/
are of actions involving th public and private institutio ithin
the -public/private category, participation of lay in i highest

for those actions involving four-year institutions; ithin the public-
, only category, he,strong legislative involvement is gely for those

actions involving two-year institutions. -

5. Academic Program LevelRegionalization actions for associate pro-
grams generally lack the active support of the executiv branch, but
benefit from strong legislative support; the influence otthe federal

1 vocational education legislation is also apparent for associate level
actions; actions for graduate programs, in addition to high legislative
involvement,-also have the strong personal support of governors.

6. Regionalization Patterns: Geography and InstitutionsThe compre-
,hensive-A regionalization pattern has strongest involvement from

\state-level postsecondary leadership; the public comprehensive pat-
tern, while also having high state-level postsecondary leadership in-
volvement, lacks the support of public postsecondwy institutional
interests; the strongest forces for community college regionalization

-. actions come from legislative action; the partial/all 'segments pattern
reports strong institutional leadership involvement, plus active sup-.
port from business and industry interests; reciprocity-A actions re-
quire active support from- several high-level forces; contractual ar-
rangements depend more, on the personal support of governors and
the positive actions of 'legislative appropriations committee.

7. Regionalization Patterns: Geography and Program LevelThe associ-

ate actions show a high level of involvement from legislative forces;
there is a high level of involvement from, various local forces , educa-
tional and noneducational, in actions for specific, program levels;
within a spicific intrastate region.
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8. Negative' Forcesa-Feit negative forces were reported; actions of
institutional leadership to preserve autonomy are the most frequently
cited negative force for regionalism developments; competition for
fiscal support among the various .postsecondary educational interegts

in the states is also a major' negative force.

Beyond this aggregate reporting of forces that exist nationwide, it is im-

pOrtant to examine the interaction of forces within*.individwil states. Within

states, it is not onp the forces themselves that are significant but also the process

of interaction among those, forces. It is the patterns or political coalitions of
forces that emerge out of this interactibn that ultimately determine the success or

failure of postsecondary regionalism efforts iri a given state.
. ,
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CHAPTER VII

,REGIONALISM AT LARGE AND ITS INTERRELATIONSHIPS WITH
'POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

. Regionalism is certainly r?ot unique to the postsecondary edup ational

enterprise. In fact, regional planning efforts in several other areas of state govern-
ment operations are considerably more advanced than those within postsecondary
education.

3k
Chapter II did relliew the several broader contexts within which regionali

is being applied. In the current chapter, data are presented on the extenVto which
regionalism actually is being used in the different areas of state government opera;
tions. The emphasis throughout the discussion will be on what impact if-any,
these developments are having on postiecondary regionalism efforts. What are the
interrelationships and interactions that occur among state agehcies vis-a-vis region-
'alism? Is this kind of dialogue occurring at all? -if so; what is the influence on the
postsecondary educational community?
/-

' Regional planning also is receiving attention at the federal level. This
chapter briefly' akarnines as a separate question the impact that federal attitudes
toward regidnal planning are having on postsecondary regionalism developments
in the states.

ro

Elementary and Secondary Education
1

'/Regionalism on the elementary and secondary educational levels has teen,
occurring for quite some time. Chapter II provided some historical backgiound
and currenf update on these developmentsK-12 district. reorganization, special-

,service regional configurations, and so on. In this section, specific data gathered
on these developments are examined, with particular attention to relationships
that can be shown to exist with similar dgvelopmerits on the postsecOnciary level.-1

Table 7.t reporli simply the extent to'which the states are giving atten-
tion\to regionalism at the elementary and secondary levels. It should be empha-
sized that the figures in the table are based on responses from postsecondary
leadership in the states (i.e., SHEEO metinbers plus directors of the 1202 Com-
missions the same ta source that has been utilized throughout this study. For
this reason, it is possib at the data reported do not reflect the total regionalism
activity occurring at the education level in he states, as postsecondary
leadership ?might.not be comp etely informed on these developments. However, it
seems a fair assumption, that e data are generally representative of what is oc-
curring there.

Several points can be made from the data. First, regionalism does seem to
be getting considerable attention from elementary and secondary policymakers in

./ the states. In all, 24 states report that the concept of regionalism has been con-
c.' side* as an aspect of bang-range planning and coordinating for this level of edu-

cation. Further, attention to regionalism. within basic education planning circles is
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TABLE 7.1

REGIONALISM IM ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION,
BY REGION AND STATE

iI

Region of U.S.

Attention to Elementary and Sitaitidary Regionalism

Yes No Don't Know

.

Mid-Atlantic
N = 4

. (2)

New York
Pennsylvania

(1) /
Delaware

I

(1)
New Jersey

,

Midwest
N = 11

ttlillt

(7)
Illinois
Michigan
Minnesota
Nebraska

North Dakota
Oklahoma
Wisconsin

(4)

Indiana

Kansas 1

Missouri

'Ohio

.

; (2)

Iowa
;South Dako

.

'

New.England
N = 6

(3) .

Connecticut
Massachusetts

Vermont

(2)

Maine

Vermont

(1)
New Hampshire

.

%on

eSouth
N = 14

' (6)
Florida

\errtuckY
Maryland
North Carolina
Virginia
West Virginia

(4)

Arkansas

Georgia
Louisiana

South Carolina

(4)

Alabama .

Mississippi
of Tennessee .

Texas

West

N = 13

(5)

Alaska

Colorado
Idaho -

Oregon
Washington

.
(4).

Hawaii

New Mexico
Utah
Wyoming

(4)

Arizona
California
Montana
Nevada

N 4 t

(1)

Puerto Rico
)

Ameri n Samoa

(2)

Guam

Virgin Islands

ENTIRE COUNTRY
N = 54 24

4

16 14 i

7-."
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occurring at a relatively consistent level throughout the country. In each of the
five designated multi-state regions, about one-half ofthe states are pursuing basic
education regionalism developments. Finally, the large percentage of "dorit
know" responses provides the first hintes to the kind of interaction that is occur -
ring between basic education and postsecondary education interestsvn the region-
alism issue. The fact that postsecondary leadership in 14 states were unable to
report even in a general sense on regionalism developments at the basic education
level is in itself very informative.

Tables 7.2 and 7.3 report more specifically on the interaction between the
basic education and the postsecdndary education communities on regionalism.
Table 7.2 presenti data on the impact that elementary and secondary regionalism
is having on postsecondary regionalism developments. Conversely, Table.7.3 pre-
sents the case for the impact of postsecondary regionalism on efforts atthe ele-
mentari and secondary levels. It should be /noted that since the question of
impact is a judgmental one, multiple responses are recordfd for some states (i.e.,
SHEEO plus 1202). Thus, the total columns in the tables show the number of
responses, not the number of states.; (This is also the case for subsequent tables in
this chapter reporting on the impatt issue.)

As indicated throughout this report, 36 states and territories report active
attention to the concept of regicinalism at the postsecondary level. Data for the
present chapter have shown that 24 states are similarly involved With regionalism
at the elementary and secondary levels. A total of 21 states are common to these
two groups, and these are the states for which data are presented in Tables 7.2 and
7.3.

Eight states (nine respondents) report that, basic education regionalism
developments are having an impact on similar efforts at the postsecondary level;
only five states (six respondents) report that postsecondary regionalism efforts are
having an impact on those for basic education. Almost all states reporting an im-
pact (either way) indicate that the resulting influence is a positive and supportive
one.

These data certainly do not speak well fore interaction of basic educa-
tion and postsecondary education leadership on regionalism. If such an inter-
actiotl has occurred, it apparently has achieved minimal results. To repeat, less
thah 15 percent of the states report that basic education regionalism efforts have
had an impact on those for postsecondary education; less than 10 percent report
that postsecondary regionalism developments have had hn impact on those at the
elernentary and secondary levels. The authors wonder whether the reason for this
situation is that the various educational interests have little mutual interest in
regionalism specificapy, or whether the data are indicative of a more general lack
of dialogue and joint planning between the parties. They suspect that it is more
of The latter, and there is some evidence to support that conclusion.

C Some ates do have formal mechanisms established to encourage and
facilitate open communications between basic education and postsecoridarj, edu-
cation leadership. In Illinois, a Joint Education Committee has been treated by

4. 119
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TABLE 7.2

THE IMPACT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY REGIONALISM
ON POSTSECONDARY REGIONALISM, BY REGION AND STATE

States With";, 1
Regionalism\

. k;

Impact on 1)Btsiindary
Regionalism Direction of Impact Strength of Impact

Yes No
Don't
Know Positive Negative

--k
Si -

cant Some Little

MID - ATLANTIC;

New York
Pennsylvania4

1

X

1

X

0 i
X

0

.

0

.

0

X

MIDWEST N

111inoill,

Michigan ,

Minnesota
Nebraska
North Dakota
Oklahoma
Wisconsin

1

X

5

-

X
X
X
X
X

2

X

X

.

1

X

0
.

0

,

- 1

X

-

. 0

NEW ENGLAND

Connecticut

0 0 1

X

0 0 0 0 0

SOUTH

Florida
Kentucky
Maryland
Virginia
West Virginia

6

XX
X
X

X
X -

0 1

X

5

XX
X

- X

X

1

X

5

XX
X
X
X

1

X

0

WEST

Alaska
Colorado
Idaho
Oregon

Washi on

0

-A

3

X

X
, X

2

X

,

X.

0

.

0 0 0 0

NON STATE

Buono Rico
"IP

1

X

0 0

e

`---1,---)XX, 0 0

,

1 .0 ,

ENTIRE COUNTRY 9 9 6 8 1 5 3 , 1
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TABLE 7.3 /

THE IMPACT OF POSTSECONDARY REGIONALISM ON ELEMENTARY AND
SECONDARY REGIONALISM, BY REGION AND STATE

....

States With
Regionalism

.

Impact on Elemelitary aind
Secondary Regionalism Direction of Impact

. .

Strength of Impact

Yes No
Don't
Know Positive Negative

Segni&
cant Some Lithe

MID-ATLANTIC

New York
Penrisylvania

i 1

X

0

X .

0 0 0

'

1

.

MIDWEST

Illinois .

Michigan

Minnesota
Nebraska

North DaVta
Oklahomi
Wisconsin

0

0

I

--N\
)

4

X

X

X
X

4
X

X

X

X
r

0

-

0 , 0 i

.

0 0 1

NEW ENGLAND

Connecticut

0 1

X

0.
'

in
0 0 0 0 0

SOUTH

Florida
Kentucky
Maryland
Virginia
West Virginia

4

XX
X

.

X

2

X

X

1

a.

-

4

XX
X

X

0 \ 2

.XX\-
2

, X

X

0

.

WEST .

Araska

Colorado
Idaho

Oregon

Washington

'' Ch 5

X
X
X
X

X

.
0

(-

0

.

0

- ).

-

0 0

-

0

c

NON -STATE ....-f
Puerto RicoI

1

X

0 0 1

X

0 0 1

"X

0

ENTIRE COUNTRY 6 13 5 6 0 2 3

J
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statute for the purpose of developing policy on occupational and career education,
teacher preparation and certification, educational finance, and other matters-of
mutual concern to elementary, secondary, and higher education. The committee
consists of six members three, appointed by the Board of Higher Education, three
by the State lidard of Educationand is required to meet quarterly and make
Annual repprts to the legislature. Another 'example is the new constitutional
requirem4t in Louisiana that the 'Board of Regents and the Board of Elementary
and Secondary Education meet at least twice a year. These kinds of official inter-
action, however, are the exception and not the norm in the states.

Itshould be noted that when basic education regionalism developments
are reported as having an impact on postsecondary efforts (or vice versa) however'
infrequently that occursthe impact seems to be major. Of the 15 reported Inci-
dences of sdbh an impactf7 (47 percent) are rated as "signilicant impacts," 6 (40
Percent), as having "some impact," and only 2 (13 percent), as having "little
impact.Z

Also, although the number of reported interactions and impacts between
basic education and postsecondary education interests on regionalism is very small,
It is true nevertheless that the developments at the different levels do seem to
occur "together" within the states. That is, states that are giving attention to re-

. gionalism at the postsecondary level are also likely to neve regionalism develop-
ments occurring within elementary and secondary educationor at least more
likely than states with no postsecondary regionalism.

Table 7.4 shows this relationsmore precitely. Of those states reporting
attention to regionalism at the postsecondary level, 58 percent also have region-
align'occurring within' basic education operations in the state; only 16 percent do
not. Conversely, 56 percent of the states with no-postsecondary regionalism de-
velopments also have no activity occurring atlthe basic education level; only 17
percent do.

TABLE 7.4

COINCIDENCE OF REGIONALISM ON BOTH PRIMARY/SECONDARY AND'
POSTSECONDARY LEVELS

Attention To Elementary and
Secondary Regionalism

States With Postsecondary
Regionalism .

N .. 38 ,

States Without Postsecondary
Regionalism

N 18

%
.

n %I
Yes 21 58 3 17

ti No
ri

6
. .

16 10 56

Don't Know 9 25
(

ki
5 28

C

122
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Other Concerns of State Government

In addition to elementary -end secondary education regionalism efforts,
data were also sought on tegionalism developments in other areas of state govem-
ment operations. Again, postsecondary leadership was the source of data, so again
the caution should be made that the figures reported may not completely reflect
all of the activity that is occurring in these other areas. Also repeating what was
said earlier, the emphasis in the-analyses done is on what impact, if any, regional
planning in other state government operations and services is having on postsec-
ondary regionalism developments in the states.

Data were collected on regional planning developments in eight areas:

1. health care
2. economic development
.3. library services
4. environmental %otection
5. energy development and conservation
6. welfare services
7. transportation
8. urban and community development

Table 7.5 reports the extent to which states are givirig attention to regional per-
spectives in their planning efforts for these various areas of operations. Several
comments can be made from the data.

First, there is considerable regional planning activity in each of the areas
listed. Thirty-seven states, for exatnple, report the use of regiTat frameworks in
the formulation of economic development plans; 36 states indicate attention to
regionalism in planning for and providing health care servicesJhese two areas
report the most regionalism activity, but there is considerable activity in the other
areas as well. Furthermore, attention to regionalism in the various areas of state
governmental operations is consistently high,throughout each of the regions of the
country. The South in particular seems active in the use of regionalism in all areas
of state operations and services. Finally, the large number of "don't know" re-
sponses again Rrovides an early indication of the kind of interaction that is
ring between pbtsecondary education interests and noneducational state gov
mental forces vis-a-vis regional planning endeavors. The high level of- uninform
responses on the part of postiecondary leadership does not speak well fOr the
scope or quality of interaction occurring between educators and other state gov-
ernmental interests on regionalism developments.

Table 7.6 addresses this issue more ditectly by presenting data on vThat
impact regional planning activities in various state government operations are hav-
ing on pottsecondary regionalism deAlopmeffts. The data clearly show that the

cri:4 of the impact is small.bieven states (r/Yespondents) report that regional
health care planning is having an impact on postsecondary regionalism; 11 states
report similarly for regional planning for library lerviCes. Only five states report
that regional economic development planning efforts are having an impact on_

9 12314
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TABLE 7.5

REGIONAL PLANNING IN OTHER STATE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
AND SERVICES, BY REGION OF U.S.

i -!.._40.,

Areas of State Government

. .

Regions of U.S. 4
TOTAL

Entire CountryMid-Atlantic Midwest
_

New England South West Non State

Health Care

Yes 3 8 4 12 8 1 36

No 0 1 1 1 1 0 4

Don't
Know 1 3 1 1 3 0 7

Economic DevelopMent

Yes 2 9. 15 t1' 8 2 37

No 0 , 1 14 0 1 1 0 3

Don't
Know

1 2 1 2 3 Y° 0 9

Library Services

Yes 3 6 3 8 6 1 27

No 0 5 1 1 2

0

9

12
Don't
Know

1

--..
v

1 1 5 4

Environrroatal
Protection

Yes 1 6 3 8 > 7 ' 0 25

No 0 3 0 1 1 0 5

Don't
Know \? 3 3 5 4 0

-

.
17

Energy Development
and Conservation

Yes 1 i 4 4 7 5 0 .21

No 0 4 0 0 1 0 5

Don't
Know 4 2 7 6 0 21

Welfare Services

Yes 1 6 2 8 4 0 21

No 0 1 0 1 2 0 4

Don lit
Know 2 5 5 6 0' 22

Transportation

Yes 1 4 1 7 4 0 li
No 0 3 0 2 2 0

Don't
Know 2 4 4 5 6 0 21

Urban and Community
Developmeht

Yes 1 8 1 9 5 1 25

No 0 1 0 1 1 0 3

Don't
Know 2 ' 3

.

4 74 6 0 19
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TABLE 7.8

IMPACT OF REGIONAL PLANNING IN OTHER STATE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
AND SERVICES ON POSTSECONDARY REGIONALISM, BY REGION OF U.S.

Areas of State Government
.

Regions of U.S
.

TOTAL
Entire CountryMid-Atlantic Midwest Now England South West Non State

Health Care

Pos.
Neg.
No
Don't
Know

1

0
1

o

4
0
5

2

0
0
0

1

4

4

3
0
3

2

0
0

.0

0

6

,

12
0

13

7

Economic Development

Pos.
Neg.
No
Don't
Know

1

0
1

0

1

1

7

2

-
0
0
0

1

1

0
4

4

1

0
4

3

1 ---

0
0

0

.5if
16

9

,

Library Service's
'Don't

Pos
Neg.

pr
-Don't
Know

1,
0
1

o

2
1

'4

2

0'
0
0

1

6
0
2

1

2
0
3

2

0
0
0

0

.

11

1

10

6

Environmental
Protection

Pos
Neg.
No
Don't
Know

0
0
1

0

0
1

5

2

0
o
o

CI
1,

0
o
3

4

1

0
4

P

0
0
0

0

1

1

13

9

.
Energy Development

and Conservation

s

Pos

Neg.
No
Don't
Know -

0
0
1

0

V
1

5

2

0
0
0

1

1

0
4

3

1

0
4

2

0
0

- 0
,

2
1

14

8

Welfare Services

Pos
Neg
No
Don't
Know

,

0
0
1

0

1

1

6

2

0
0
0

1

1

0
4

2

0
0
4

2

0
0
0

0

2
1

15

7

-

Transportation

/I

Pos
Neg.
No
D on't
Knbw

.

0
0
1

0

0-
1

6

2
/

0
0'
0

1

0
0
4

2

0
0
3

2

Kik.
e vc,
0

0

7°

0
1

14

7

V
Urban and Community

Development

Pos
Neg.
No
Don't
Know /

0
0
1

0

0
1

7

2

-`

0
0
0

1
.

1

0
5

?

0
0
3

3

1

0
0

0

z
1

16

8

I
125
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postsecondary operitionsp no more than two states report an impact from any of
the remaining areas of state government operations listed.

Although the impacts of regional planning in state government operations
a postsecondary regionalism efforts seem to be occurring only infrequently, the
conclusion does seem warranted that when such impacts do occur, they are rather
intense. Of the incidences of impact identified, 60 percent were rated as being
"significant."

Also, although the number of interactions and impacts between postsec-
ondary interests and other state governmental interests on regionalism is small, it
is a fact that postsecondary regionalism and regional planning in other areas of

- state government operations do seem to bi occurring "together" in the states.
That js, states with postsecondary rwaionalism also give much attention to region-

( alism in other areas- of state government operationsor at least more than the
states not giving active attention to regionalism at the postsecondary education
revel.

T,able 7.7 shows this relationship more precisely. To illustrate, 78 percent
of those states with postsecondary regionalism also report active attention to
regionalism in health care planning efforts. This compares with only 44 percent
of the states without postsecondary regionalism. Similarly, 78 percent of the
states giving active attention to postseCondary regionalism, report that regionalism
is used in economic development planning activities, as compared to only 50 per-

-cent of those states not giving active attention to regionalism within postsecondary'
operations. This relationship holds for each of the specific areas of state opera-
tions examined.

Federal Influence

An attempt was also made to gain insight into what influence federal
actions are having on postsecondary regionalism efforts in the several states. Thir-
teen areas of federal action were examined, as displayed in Table 7.8.

The data show that the federal influence on postsecondary regionalism is
emerging but still not widespread. The highest number pl,respondents citing any
one federal action as having a positive impact is eight. This was the case for four
federal actions: the Higher EducatiorrAmendments of 1976, the Vocational Edu-
cation Acts, the comprehensive Employment 'and Tr/f iing-Act (CETA), and
Health Training Ac . Two other actions were cited by seven respondents each:
the Higher Educati n Amendments of 1972 and the Higher Education Act of
1965, Title III. About one-half of the positive federal influences found to exist
nationwide are in the South.

I-



TABLE 7.7

COINCIDENCE OF REGIONAL PLANNING IN OTHER STATE GOVERNMENT
OPERATIONS/SERVICES AND POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

Attention to Regionalism in
Other State Government
Operations/Services

,

Attention to Postsecondary Regionalism

ALL STATES
N = 54

States With Postsecondary

Regionalism 41 = 36)
States without Postsecondary

Regionalism (N = 18)

n % n % n %

Health Care

--,\

Yes 28 78 8 44 36 67

No 1 3 3 17 4 7

Dont
Know 5 14 4 22 9 ' 17

Economic Development

Yes 28 78 9 50 37

No 1 3 2 11 3 6

Don't
Know 5 14 4 22 9 17

Library Services

Yes 22 61 5 28 27 50

No 5 14 4 22 9 17

Don't
Know 19 5 28 12 22

Environmental
protection

.

Yes 20 56 5 28 25 , 46

No 3 8 2 11 5 9

Don't
Know 10 28 70 39 17 31

Energy Development
and Conservation

Yes 16 44 5 28 21 39

No 3 8 2 11 5 9

Don't
Know 14 39 7 39 21

e

39

Welfare Services

Yes 17 47 4 /2 21 39

No ' 2 6 2 11 4 7

Don't
Know 14 39 8 '44 22 41

Transportation

Yes 14 39 3 17 17 31

No 5 14 2 11 7 13

Don't
Know 13 36 '' 8 44 21, 39

Urban and Community
Development

Yes 22 61 3 17 : 25 46
No 1 3 2 11 40 3 6

Don't
Know 11 31 8 44 19 35

I
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TABLE 7.8

IMPACT OF F EDER Alt ACTION ON POSTSECONDARY REGIONALISM,
BY REGION AND STATE

-6

a
Areas of Federal Influence

-

,

,. .
Region of U.S.

TOTAL
Entire CountryPArdAdantic Midwest Now England South West

Health Training Acti

Pos
Neg,
No
Don't
Know

0
0
2

0 (

3
0
6

' 3

0
0
0

0

3
0
5

2

2

0

1

8
'0
18

8

Comprehe t andMillion
Training

Pos.
Neg.
No
Don't

0
0
2

0

-

2
0
8

3

0
0
0

0

5
0
4

1

1

O
4

0

8
0

18

4

- 4
Vocational Education Acts

1

Pos
Neg
No
Don't
Know

0
0
2

0

1

1

8

3

0
0
0

i 0

, 4--
-1

3

2

3
0
3

0

8
2

16 "

5

..

Environmental Protection Acts

("1

Pos
rNag
No
Don't
Know

0
0
2

0

0
0
9

31%.

0
, 0

0

0

0
1

4

3

1

0

0

1

1

19

8

T-rtle III Higher
A NegkaPon

Act of 1965

Pos

No
Don't
Know ,

0
0
2

0
',.,

1

0
8

3
'

0
0
0

0

5
0
3

2

1

0
4

0

7

0
17

5

I

Higher Edutatton Amendments
of 1972

Pos
Neg
No
Don't
Know

., . 0
0
2

0
(

1,
0
1

3

0
0
0

0 P.

3
0
2

2

3
0
3

0

7
'' 0

14

5

("

. i
,.. '

Higher Education Amendments
of 1976 ' 4I

1,

Pos
Neg
No
Don't
Know

0
0
2

0

2
0
7

3
,

0
0

...Ell+

0

3
0
3

1

3
0
3

0

8
0

15

4

Intergovernmental Cooperation
Act ..

Pos
Neg
No
Don't
Know

,0
0
2

0

0
0
1

0
0
0

0

1

0
4

2

1

0
4

0 '

2

0
18,

5

. .
tiPoctes/Regulations of
Department of Defense .

Poi
NeNeg{

No
Don't
Knot:,

0
0
8

3

.

0
0
0

0

'

6
1

4

2

0
1

4

0

0
2

18

5

Policies/Regulations of
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Questions of Sp4cial Interest

,Th e "Separateness" of Higher Education

The to have shown that the concept of regionalism is one that is getting
consideiable tentiop across the country in many different areas of state govern-
ment 9ratio . Yet the impact of all of this activity on postsecondary opera-
tions in #3/4e sta has been minimal. What factors account for this lack of inter-
action between postsecondary.mueaton and other state governmental operations
insofar as regional planning is concerned? How (why?) have postsecondary inter-
ests maintained this high level of separateness and autos my? Certainly the rea-
sons are many and complex. Only a fewcan be examin here.

One impetus for regional planning in the states has been federal 'legislation
and subsequent related federal regulationse.g., the Intergovernmental Coopei-a-
tion Act and the related OMB Circular A-95, as discussed in Chapter II (see that
Chapter for details). In response to these federal programs, several states developed
comprehensive regional planning districts to be used by all state agencies. Some
states do have staff in ,place to provide professional support for the work of the
regional councils established in each of the designated regions. Still, incidences of
these developments influejicing postsecondary operations in the states are few, for
several reasons.

First, postseCondary interests in the states, for their part, have not sought
out interaction or involvement with these noneducation ional planning forces.
It is possible that the traditional concerns for the separ e and autonomous nature
of higher education have made them reluctant to do so. It is interesting to note
We in some states this "isoletiohist" posture, as it might be called, is supported
by the existing legal structures for postsecondary education (California is a good
example). In other states, the separateness of postsecondary education is main-
tained ldrgely through tradition (Ohio, for exampleseeChapter XIV). The re-
sults'in either case are the sameminimal involvement by postsecondary interests
in the regional planning efforts,of other state government operations.

On the other, hand, the various regional planninggroups in the states (from
voluntary 'Councils of Governments to ,legislated Regional Planning Commissions)'
are often not eager to "takp on" postsecondary, interest groups. The latter are
strong and established political forces in .rnostakstates, and the newer regional plan-

,

ning bodies apparently' areof the opinion that they have little to gain (and much
to lose) by assuming that added ,burdenat least at this stage in their. development.

Vocafional Education: An, Exception?

A firm consensus emerged from the-interviews done for,this study that
there-is a very strong parallelat least conceptually between redistricting at the
public school level and the more recent regionalism developMents occurring in
postsecondary operations. That is, strong agreement seems to exist among state-
level educational policymakers that the same conditions and logic that supported
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K-12 district reorganization and related activities at the public school level are now
operating at the postsecondary level to encourage'a serious and close look at
regionalism for this level of education. Beyond this conceptual parallel, however,
little can be said about any direct interaction in the-states between basic education
and postsecondary education interests on regionalism,for little of this has occurred.

'One exception .seems to be the area of vocational edudation. Recent
analyses of organizational trends for the delivery of vocational education programs
note a shift in governance from state and local to regional units 1978).
Further, in the current study several States report a direct link between basic edu-
cation and postsecondary interests in regional planning for the development of
vocational-technical educational programs.

In New York, for example, the Office of Occupational Education requires
all local agencies offering vocational education programs at the secondary and/or
postsecondary levels to participate in comprehensive regional planning efforts.
Ea Sh of 43 designated regions develops a plan for occupational education within
the region, with all participating agencies required to "sign off" on the plans that
are developed. These plans then serve as justification for funding and developing
vocational educational programs in the state.

Similarly in Pennkylvania, both the community colleges and the area
vocational-technical schools participate in a regional planning scheme developed
by te-157."'ireau of Vocational Education for vocational education programs. The
new regulations' for implementing theplan speak directly to the need for active
cooperation and joint planning between basic education and postsecondary educa-
tion interests at the regional level.

These are but two illustrations of the kinds of direct linkages that are
emerging between basic education and postsecondary education interests through-
out the country in regional planning efforts or vocational, education. There are a
number of reasons that Might explain wh vocational education seems to be such
a genus apart in this respect.

First, the simple fact that vocational education programs are offered at
'both the secondary and postsecondary levels provides a common bond between

basic ed titian and postsecondary interests. BOth have a vested interest in voca-
tional utation programs, andthus each stands to profit through joint regional
plannin efforts.

yond this more obvious point, the federal influence is also significant.
Federal legislation requires that a single state-level board be responsible for the
distribution of federal monies for the support of vocational education programs
in the states. This in itself encourages communication and interaction since all
vocational educaanal interests, secondary and postsecondary, are represented on
the designated state vocational education boards. Further,the federal-government
does encourage the use of regional analyses in the required statewide plans for
vocational-technical eflucational programs.
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Federal Impact on Interstate Regional Planning

A.trecent amendmen to Section 1202 of the 1972 Higher Education
Amendments has sparked interest in interstate regional planning for postsecondary
education. If funded, the amendment Section 1203(c) of the Higher Education
Amendments of 11476 II-enable for the first time two pr more -1202 commis-

o sions to apply jointly for- federal grants to conduct interstate regional planning
activities. This new section also enables the interstate compact agencies ti apply
jointly for these funds with the 1202 Commissions, but not by themselves.

Special Perspectives

The federal government has been an active and positive force for regional
planning in several areas-of govemrrtental operations. The National Health Plan-
ning and _Resources Development Act of 1974, for example, designated health ser-
vice areas throughout the country and established regional haelth systems agencies
.for the coordination and development bf health care services in the respective
regions. 'Strong federal action, however, has not occurred for postsec-
ondary education regionalism. As the data, in this chapter have shown,federal in-
fluences on regional postsecondary planning, while certainly more significant in
recent years, are not yet extensive.

Some postsecondary interests would' applaud this relative lack of federal
involvement in regional postsecondary planningt arguinglhat the federal presence
is already too large in edulation. Others wouldlhairitain that with the increasing
amounts of federal support for education, strong measures for scountability must
be taken by, the various agencies involved.

What seems clear is that the federal influence is likely to increase ih the
years ahead. .The regional approaches utilized in, ther governmental areas may
provide some insights into what m work best for postsecondary operations in
the states. In the least, federal ucation interests will want'to examine closely
these other regionalism develop nts for their pbssible implications for postsec-

Ondary education.
1

For state-level education interests, the message of this ch er is similar.
dhe ata have shown that regionalism developments are quiterpr *fit in all areas

- of state government operations. Furthermqre, a relationsh" as found to exist
in states between the occurrence of postsecondary regionalisrh and the extent

to whi onalism is used in other state government operations. This seems to
indicate that there . is :ny similar conditions and forces operating in the states
for each,of these areas of mental operationsconiiitiOns that support a
serious look at regional approaches for st Ifietingtend planning state services.
And yet, the data have shown that the interaction between educational interests
and other state agencies is virtually nonexistent on this issue.

The authors are not advocating mutual and comprehensive regional plan-
ning tor all state operations, although certainly there arestrong arguments that
can be made for.even that seemingly extreme position. But the facts are.that the
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'ye state agencies and departments are engaged in similar regional endeavors.
In trot, then, educators could learn from the experiences of professionals
work in other areas of state government and vice versa. Simply put, all parties
could benefit from increased dialogue on the regionalism issuea dialogue which,
for the most part, is not occurring at the present ti e. Postsecondary education
interests, for their part, can seek to remedy this situat by opening up new chan-
nels of communication, both with other educational interests and with noneduca-
tion governmental interests as well.

t

Summary

Regionalism is emerging on a number of different fronts: in elementary
and secondary ectition, in several noneducation state government operations,
and in numerous eral actions that either implicitly or explicitly encourage
regional governmental planning..in the states. Nevertheless, the impact of this
varied activity on postsecondary regionalism developments has been minimal,

The following specific findings can be reported in support of this general
conclusio .

1. Elementary and Secondary EducationTwenty-four states report an
active attention to regions at the elementary and-secondary level,
with the level of atten n consistent throughout the various regions
of the country; Only ei ht states report that basic education region-
alism developments a eying an impact on regionalism efforts at the
postsecondary level; where such impacts are occurring, they are
described as significant; although the actual, number of direct inter-
actions and impacts between basic education and ndary edu-
cation interests on regionalism is very small, develop is at the dif-
ferent' levels do occur "together" within the statesthat is, states
givirig attention to postsecondary regionalism are more likely to have
regionalism developments also occurring at the elementary and sec:
ondary educatiOn levels. .

2. Other Concerns of State GovernmentConsiderable regional planning
activity is occurring in several 11reas of state government operations;
for example, 37 states report the use 'of regional frameworks in the
forinulation of economic development plans, 36 states indicatratten-
tion to regionalism in planning for and providing health care services;
attention to regionalism in the various areas 'of -state government
operations is consistently high in each of the regionsVf the country
with the particularly ectivei the impact nationwide of this
activity on em.. ndary education is small; the area of greatest in-, fluence is health care planningbut even here only 11 states report
any impact on postsecondary regionalism developments; when such
impacts do occur, they are rated significant by the parties involved;
although the direo links between postsecondary education interests
and other state agencies vis-a-vis regionalism are infrequent, it can be
-reported that postsecondary regionalism and regional planning,

132

153



other areas of state government operations do occur "together" in
the statesthat is, states with pbstseconddry regionalism also have a
high level of attention to regionalism in other areas of state govern-
ment operations.

3. Federal InfluenceThe federal influence on postsecondary region-
alism is growing but still not widespread; about one-half of the posi-
tive' federal influences found to 'exist nationwide are in the South;
special attention is caMellia Section 1203(c) of the 1976 Higher
Educatioh Amendments; this new federal initiative, if funded; will
make grants available for the support of interstee cooperative post-
secondary education projects; two or'rnore 1202 Postsecondary Edu-
cation Planning Commissions must be the joint applicants for these
grant funds; interstate compacts can also apply jointly with the 1202
Commissions.

In sum, the data show that many state agencies, educational and nonedu-
cational, are giving active attention to regionalismbut each on its own terms. It
-seems unlikely that the growing public pressures will allow such marked degrees
of "separateness" to continue.

One exception seems to be the area of vocational education. Seieral states
reporfthat direct linkageiare emerging between basic education and postsecondary
educational interests in regional planning efforts for vocational education. Other
nonedubational state govirnmenflorces are likewise ?ming involved in these
efforts. The federal influenCe is al significant.

4
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CHAPTER VIII

/ ORGANIZATION, STRUCTUR E, AND DESIGN

This chapter examines the regionalization actions with respect to various
administrative control mechanisms utilized in day-to-day operations. In addition
to the structural characteristics of regionalization actions, the data in this chapter
also repPrt on the professional staff available to support regionalization operations.
Included among such staff are all professionals functioning either in leadership
roles as executive directors (i.e., the chief administrator responsible' for daily
operations) or as professional support personnel. Subprofessional .support staff
(e.g., clerical personnel) are not included in the analyses.

Since regionalization actions as defined in this study exist at both thestate
and sub-state regional levels, this distinction is maintained throughout the discui-
sion of regicinalization staffing patterns. Some regionalization actions are suffi-
ciently mature, active, complex, or simply large enough to require full-time staff
at either the state or regional level, or both. Others function with part-time staff.
Staffing data are reported in this chapter for all of these categories.

Tables 8.1 ta 8.6 are devoted to the staffingpattems of tbe regionalization
actions by various categories. The discussjon addresses this issue first, followed by
a presentation of data addressing the structural arrangements that characterize the
regionalization actions identified in the study. Data on the interstate corn
are riot included in the analyses presented. ,All aspects of the compact opera Ons
are discussed separately in Chapter XII I.

Agit-ling Patterns

Table 8.1 examines the actions reporting staff at both the state and
regional levels and includes both full- and part-time personnel. The total/for all
actions reporting staff are presented here and are not discussed individually as sub-
sequent tables are examined.

Fifty percent of the actions identified in the study report the presence of
state-level executive 'directors, and 38 percent report state-level support staff. Re-
gionalization actions have clearly establihed an administrative presence at the
state leyel. While stake -level leadership is, more often on a part- rather than full-
time basis (35 to 15 percent), state-level support personnel are slightly more likely
to be fulhtime employees (20 to 18 percent).

At the regional level, a smaller percentage of regionalization actions report
executive directors (40 percerlt) than at the state level. Notice, however, that
regional executive directors are vere often full-time (35 percent) than part-time
(13 percent) personnel." Thirty-four percent of all actions report regional support

'Note since an action can have both full- and part -time staff, the number of reported actions with
full-time staff plus those wish part-time staff will not always equal the total number of,actions with staff.
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TABLE 8.1

PROFESSIONAL STAFF OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS:
TOTALS

Level .

Tbtal
N 94

%

STATE LEVEL

Executive Director

Full Time '14 15

Part Time 33 35

Total 47 50

Support Staff

Full Time 19 20

Part Time 17 18

Any 36 38

REGIONAL LEVEL

Executive Director

Full Time . 33

Part Time 12 113

Any 38 40

Support Staff

Full Time 23 24

Part.Time 13 14

Any 32 34

'Either full-time or part-time, or both.

4

staff, and agaii, these personnel are most often full-time employees (24 to 14
percent). Except then for state-level executive directors, professional employees
of regionalization actions are more often full-time than part-time personnel.

Table 8.2 displays the distribution of regionalization -actions reporting
staff by the geographic area served by the action. The percentage of actions re-
porting state-level itaff is roughly equivalent for intrastate and interstate actions.
This is true for executive director leadership and professional support staff. At
the regional level, however, the percentage of intrastate regionalitation actions
with executive directors is twice that reported by interstate actions. Forty percent
of- all intrastate regionalization actions report full -time 'executive directors at this
level compared with 22 percent of interstate actions. Further, part-time regional
executive directors ate reported in 16 percent of the intrastate regionalization
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TABLE 8.2

PROFESSIONAL STAFF OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS,
BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA INCLUDED

GEOGRAPHIC AREA

TOTAL
.N.94

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE

PROFESSIONAL STAFF

'

Whole
State

N -41
n %

Part 4)
of State
NI 26
n %

Total
N-67n' Sn%n%n%n%

..,

Entire
States

NI 13
Other
N -14

Total
h11.27

STATE LEVEL

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Full Time

Part Time*

Total sv

SUPPORT STAFF

Full Time

Part Time

.

REGIONAL LEVEL

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Full Time 1

"Tart Time

SUPPORT STAFF

Full Time

Part Time

,

19

19

28

11

7

17

6

.,

9

5

s 4

'22

46

68

27

17

.

41

15

22

12

0

7

7

.

2'

2

4

10

5

.8

5

0

27

27

8

15

39

19

31

19

9

26

35

13

11

27

11

17

10

13

39

52

19

16

40

16

25

15

1

4

5

1

5

2

1

2

0

' 7

31

38

8

38

f
45

8

15

0

4

3

7

5

1

.

4

0

4
.

3
N

, -'
29

21

50
......

36

7

29

0

4,
,

29

21

5

7

12

,.

6

6

6

1

6

3

19

26

44

22

22

22

4

22

11

14

33

47

,

19

17

33

12

23

13

15

35

50

20

18

35

13

24

14
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actions compared with only 4 percent of the interstate actions. Figures for
regional level support staff follow the same pattern, with intrastate regionalization
actio slightly larger percentages of both full- and part-time professional
sup staff than interstate actions.

a
Within the iotrastate category, 68 cent of those regionalization actions

serving the entire state report state-level e utive directors. The regibnalization
actions servingypartsy state, on the other and, more frequently report full-time
executive directorsipt the regional level (39 percent) than the state level (27 per-
cent). The same pattern holds for support staff for these actionsi.e., such staff is
more frequent at the regional level. This suggests it is 'at this level that these
actions_ principally concentrate their activity.

Within the 'interstate categOry, staff consistently appear, most frequently
at the state level. This concentration is consistent with the nature of activity con-
ducted by these actions. In fact, only the interstate actions involving less than
entire states report any regional staff at all.

Table 8.3 groups the regiolalization actions reporting staffs according to
institutional type. A comparison of the more comprehensive regionalization
actions (those including both public and private institutions) with those including
only public institutions reveals little difference in the frequency of occurrence of
state-level executive directors (50 to 45 percent). Howeyor,-regionalization actions
including both public and drivate institutions more often report regional executivr
directors thantdo fictions including only publi6 institutions. Twenty-eight percent
of the public sector regionalization actions cite full-time regional executive direc-

'--tors while 40 percent of the comprehensive actions have full-time leadership. It
appears that,more administrative leadership is required to coordinate actions
which bridge the two sectors. While the percentage point ismaller
for support staff, this same pattern is observed at both the state and region I levels.

Within the ublic institution sector, 55 percent of those actions including
'both two-year and r-year institutions report state-level executive directors.
This is a higher incidence of state-level leadership than that found in either two-
year or four-wear institution actions viewed separately. The four-year institution
regionalization tions report the smallest percentage of actions with state-level
executive lead ip (29 percent).

Those regionalization actions which include both public and private in-
stitutions show a similar distribution according to staff reported. That is, both at
the state and regional levels, those actions including both two-year and four-year.
institutions are more likely to have executive directors than actions which embrace-
only four-year institutions or.only two-year institutions.

-1
In Table 8.4-the staff of regionalization actions are distributed with respect

to the academic program levels served by the actions. At the state level, regionali-
zation actions for graduate programs appear most heavily staffed. Fifty-three Or-,
cent of these actions report executive direct:4s at the state level. Other categories

1381d0
-

d

4

A



ab

P

TABLE 8.3

PROFESSIONAL STAFF OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS,
BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION INCLUDED

.r

INISTITUTIONAL,TYPE ,.. f"
TOTAL

Private Unclean-
Public and Pnvata Public Only Only fled

a

PROFESSIONAL STAFF 2- and 2- and
4-Year 2 -Year 4-Year Total 4-Yea 2-Year 4-Ylat Total 4-Year
114 N2 183j N52 8114 N 10 11 -20 11144 18.,1 N 1 8194
n % n % n-. % n % n % n % n % n % n % n '% . n %

STATE LEVEL

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Full Time 4 29 1,0050
i

4 11 9 17 2 14 2 20 1 5 5 11 0 0 0 0 14 15

..Part Time 2 14 1 50
.

14 38 17 33 2 14 3 30 10 50 15 34 1 100 0 a 33 35
eA

Total 6 43- 2 100 18 50 26 50 4 29 5 50 11 55 10 45 1 100 0 0 47 50

. ,
S

SUPPORT STAFF
a

Fun Time 4' 29 2 1110 7 19 13 '25 2 14 2 20 2 10 6 14 0 0 0 19 20

Pan Time 1 7 0 0 9 25 10 19 1 7 0 Q 6 30 7 16 0 J 0 0 17 18

,
r

ni EG ION A L LEVEL

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Full Time 4 29 2 100 15 42 21 40 4 29 3 30 5 25 2 28 0 0 0 0 33 35
N,...._

Part 14 0 V 7 19 9 17 1 7 0 0 2 10 3 7 0 0- 0 0 12 13
... _

ir RT STAFF
A . AFul 3 21 1 50 22

s
14 27 4 29 3 30 2 10 9 20 0 0 23 24

Part Time 2 14 0 5 14 7 13 2 14 2 20 2 10 6 14r 0 0 0 0 13 14

. I



1".

TABLE 8.4

PROFESSIONAL STAFF OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS,
BY ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL INCLUDED

. ' ,

PROFESSIONAL STAFF

'
A.. ,

_ ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL
TOTAL

N . 94
n %-

All Levels
N . 41
n %

Graduate Only
N = 17
n %

Baca lauratte
and Above

N . 8
n %

Undergraduate
N . 7

n %

Asiociste and
Certificate

N - 18
4 S

Noncredit
N . 3

n %

..

Unclassified
N -4

W %
..

STATE LEVEL . ..-

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR t
Full Time 4 10 4 24 2' 25 1 14 3 17 - 0 0 60 0 14 15

ill
Part Time 17 41 5 29 0 0 1 14 5 28 3'100 2 50 33 35

I
..,

Total 21 51 9 53 2 25 / 28
8 44 3 100 2 50 47 50

t

SUPPORT STAFF 4

Full Time 8 20 5 29 1 12 . 0 0 4 22 0 0 1 25 19 . 20

Part Time 8 20 2 12 0 0 3 42 1 6 2 67
*

1 25 17
..... ..-

18

. ,

REGIONAL LEVEL .

. .

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Full Time 15 37 2 12 4 50 3 42 8 44 0 1 25 33 36

Part Time 6 15 2 12 1 12 0 0 1

i....

SUPPORT STAFF i 4

Full Time 10 24 2 12 4 50 0 0 6 >33 0 0 1 25 23 24

..,

Part Time 6 15 2 12 . 2 25 . 0 0 3 i5 0 t--) 0 0 13 14

./)
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also reporting a high presence of state-level executive directors are the comprehen-
ave actions for all program levels t51 percent) *Id the actions for associate level
programs (44 percent). This pattern is repeated for professional support staff at
the state level. That is, actions for graduate programs, the comprehensive actions,
and the 'regionalization actions for associate level prograins are most heavily

ffed.

A somewhat different pattern emerges when staffing patterns at the
regional level are considered. Here staffing for the graduate pr am actions is vir-
tually nonexistent. Conversely, the regionalization actioniWassociate level pro-
grams-maintain and -even increase their level of staff. Alto, it can be noted that
the comprehensive actions likewise maintain a relatively high level of -staff at the

-- regional level.

Geography)and institutional type are combined in Table 8.5 to form seven
patterns of regionalization actions, two of which are interstate in focus.

iprocity-A and contracts-A, the two interstate patterns, report 50 percent or
more actions with executive directors at the state level. Of the five remaining pat-
terns, the trAva with the most narrow geographic focus,'-the partialfall and partial/
public senior patterns, report respectively 33 and 20 percent of their actions with
'state executive directors. Conversely, the two most comprehensive patterns, com-
prehensive-A d public comprehensive, report more than 70 percent of their
actions' with st e-level leadership. With the exception of ntract actions, the
tendency is for t is state-level leadership' to function on a -time basis.

i

At the rekional level, the comprehensive-A actions retain their high staffing
pattern, as do the community college actions. The high level regional staff of the
latter is expected given the.commaity-based nature of the institutions involved.
Also, whereas/actions within the partial/all segment pattern reported no full-time
state-level excutive directors, 42 percent of the actions do have full-time ex u-
tive directo0 at the regional level. Since it is precisely the sub-state regional
which is t e focus of the actions in this pattern, it is no surprise that they are
heavily st ed at that level.

: zaable

8.6 ctmbines geography and program level to create six patterns of
regional tion actions. As in Table 8.5, the comprehensive intrastate patterns
and th two interstate ones report higher percentages of actions with stetkleql
executive directors than do the special focus actions. The comprehensive-B and

---the rciprocity-8 patterns both report state executive directors in over 70 percent
of Oft regionalization actions. Further, the interstate patterns report state-I
suppqrt staff percent:or more of the actions.

ly one regionalization action of the 13 which comprise the two inter-
state patterns reports a regional executive director. This action is of the contract
variety and reflects a subsection of one state contracting for serves with an in-
stitution(s) ii\ another state. None of the reciprocity actions has regional level

Yr staff.
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TABLE 1.5

PROFESSIONAL STAFF. BY TYPE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTION

N.,

f1.161N11 Tali PATTERNS GEOG RAPk AND INSTITUTIONS
....Y

)k.
r

OTHER

N - 30
n %

TOTAL

N 94

n_ %

IPNOPESSIONAL STAFF

k

49IAR ATE INTERSTATE

Comprogamaye

b -A
N 1 -
a %

Public

C019PHOurano
N 9

n %

itA41
id!.

IC

Partial/All
Sornento
N12
n %

Puro4UPublic

Ungar
N . 5
n i

i
Boaproaty-A

N . 6
n %

Contract -A
N . 8

n
_

%
..

STATE LEVEL

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Full Time

Part T.me

Total

SUPPORT STAFF

Full Time

Part Time

REGIONAL LEVEL

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

*Full Tame

A
Part lime

SUPPORT STAFF

Fun T.Ae

Part TI,44

.

.

4 22

9 50

t3 72

5 28

173

9 50 i
, 5 28

5 28

4 22

.

1 11

7 78

8 89

1 11 .

3 33

illhiP

2 22

1 11

0 0

0 0

,

2

1

3

2

'st

0

3

0

2

1

33

17

50

33

0

50

0

33

17

,

t
0 0

4 33

4 33

,

2 17

4 33

5 42

/ 17

4 33

t 8

0 0

1 20

1 20

' 0 0

0 0
-,...

1 20.

1 20

- t 20

2
40t

- .

.
.
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TABLE 8.8 4

POIOFESSIONAL STAFF, BY TYPE OF RiGIONALIZATION ACTION

,

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS. GEOGRAPHY AND PROGRAM LEVEL

.

OTHER TOTAL
"INTRASTATE INTERSTATE

PROFESSIONAL STAFF Comprehensive

-B Assomate Portal/Broad Portal/Specific Reciprocity-8 Contracts-B N 25 N ii 94
N = 19 N = 13 . N = 12 N = 12 N = 5 N = 8

-*. n % n % V', n % n % n % n % n % n %

STATE LEVEL t I:
7 r'

'
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

6
Full Time 4- 21 3 23 0 0 0; 0 - 0 3 38 4 16 14 15

Part Timef 10 53 3 23 3 25' 3 25 ''' Ex 2 25,: 8 32 33 35

Total 14 74 6 46 3 25 "25 4 80' 5 62 12 48 47 50

SUPPORT STAFF .

\7 %
Full Time 5 26 4 31 2 0 0 0 0; 4 50 4 18 19 20

. .

Part Time

REGIONAL LEVEL'

2 11

i

1 8 2 17 Q......_..3 17 4 ab 1 .12 5 20 17 1 8

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Full Time . 47 A 01 7 54 5 42 4 33 0 0 .1 12 7 28 .33 ' 35

Part Time 5 26 ., 1 1 8 2 17 0 0 0 - 3' 12 12 13

so`
SUPPORT STAFF ' .. *

Full Time 5 26 4 31 4 33 3 25 0 0 1 12 6 24
4

23 24

Part Time
i

3 16 2 15 3 25 2 11 0 0 1 12 2 8 13 14



The four patterns consisting of intrastate regionalization actions r
from33 to 54 percent of actions with regional executive director leadership.
sociate actions report the highest presence of full-time regional eXecotive directors.
But it is also significant that the partial/broad and partial/specific patterns, while
reporting nofull-time leadership'at the state-level, do show a substantial presence
of full-time executive directors atthe regional

Administrative Structure

"Regional guiding mechanism"-is the term used throughout the.study to
indicate the highest level component in the regional structure established to for-
mulate policies and +procedures for the day-to-day conduct of a regionalization
action. Tables 8.7 to 8.11 report the frequency of use of several different types of
guiding mechanisms for/regionalization actions by various categories. Data are

also reported on categories of officials who comprise thaIle guiding mechanisMs

and on the manner in which those officials are selected. .

Because a single regionalization action is oftenimplemented_in more than
one region, many actions provide for varying guiding mechanisms. A common
pattern is for the partjcipants in a region to adopt a guiding mechanism decided

upon within that region. This-means, of course; that a single regionalization action
may simultaneously employ several different guiding mechanisms. The following
tables reflect these multiple responses.

...
Four major types of g mechanisms were reported most often by the

universe of .regionalization acts s: (1) advisory counci (2) administrative
,,rtboards; 43) administration of actions by. participating insti ions; and -(4) admin-
istration of actions by a state agency. The advisory council is a regional planning
and coordinating mechanism most often associated with nonincorporated regional

endeavors. The administrative board, usually associated with incorporated actions,
sets policy over all aspects of operation and makes operating decisions as well.

The managing of a regi lization action by iIlk t participating institutions
can occur in several ways, and e stub on Tables 8.7 through 8.11 reflects the
several options under this major type of guiding mechanism. An interinstitutional
consblting mechanism, for example, is associated with regionalization actions'ad-
ministered by the participating institutions acting as coequal units. Or, an action
can be administered by institutions operating separately. Also, the ."caretaker"
institution approach is another instance of administration f a regionalization
action by _participating institutions, but in this case a parti ution takes a

predominant and leading role.

Finally, state agency has been included as a type of regional guiding

mechanism in order to accoun for,,the administration of statewide intrastate
regionalization actions not mistged below the state level and the interstate
actions. It shoulcyae em sized that the composition and designation ifigures
reported in the following five tables (for mechanism membership) do not include'
the regiOnalization actions which seilectecf state agency as the regional guiding

mechanism.
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Table-8.7,divides the regionalization actions by geographic area served and
/ examines administrative structure accordingly. The total column indicates that no

,.regional guiding mechanism cited by more than 26 percent of the universe of
actions. State agencies provide the administrative structure for 26 percent of all
regionalization actions, with interinstitutional consulting mechanisms accounting
for 24 percent and advisory councils 23 percent. Only 15 percent of the actions
use an administrative board of some kind.

The types of individuals who compose the regional guiding mechanisms
appear to vary as much as the guidtg mechanisms themselves. Persons represent-
ing noneducational state agencies are cited by only 5 percent of the actions as
members of guiding mechanisms. Tliis is the least frequently cited category.
Chief executives of institutions participating in the various regionalization actions,
on the other hand, are reported as members of the guiding mechanisms of 35 per-
cent of the regionalization actions. These individuals constitute the group most
likely to be members of the regional guiding mechanisms. The chief executives are
followed by other administrators from the institutions (21 percent) and represen-
tatives from state -educational agencies (21 percent as the officials next most
likely to appear as members of the guiding mechanisms.

Concerning the manna A in which members are selected to the regional
guiding mechanisms, one-third Of the regionalization actions report that members
are appointed by the agency. or institution they represent. Another 18 percent of
the actions ipgicate that members are designafed ex officio in the designed plan
for the regiohalizatian action. Finally, 14 percent of the actions report that mem-
bers are elected by the agency or institution they represent.

414

When intrastate regionalization actions are compared with interstate ones,
some interesting differences become apparent concerning the kinds of guidin
mechanismOmploOd. Thirty-one percint of,the intrastate actions cite interin-
stitutional donsulting mechanisms and 30 percent cite advisory councils as guiding
mechanisms. These are the highest concentrations of intrastate actions selecting a
particular guiding mechanism. For interstate regionalization actions, 30 percent
report state agencies functioning as guiding mechanisms, and this is the highest
percentage of actions selecting one 'mechanism. Since interstate regionalization
actions focus their activity at the state level, the expectation is that state agencies
would dominate as the operational governing bodyand they do!

Th) composition of the guiding mechanisms for the two types of actions
also varies. Institutional chief executives are the'only group cited by more than
20 percent of regionalization actions in the interstate category. For intrastate
actions, four separate groups or types of officials are cited by 20 percent or more
of the regionalization actions as memberi of 'the various guiding mechanisms.
Chief executives J37 percent), other institutional administrators (27 percent,
state education %encies (22 percent), and community lay interests (21 percent)
are all well represented. In short, intrastate regionalizatign actions appear tothave
more diverse Viewpoints represented an,their guiding mechanisms than do711r-

,
state actions.
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TABLE 8.7

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE OF REGIONALIZATJONACTIONS,
AV GEOGRAPHIC AREA INCLUDED

4 1

/ GEOGRAPHIC AREA

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE

' ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE Whole Part(*) Entire
State of State Total States Other , Total TOTAL
N41 .11-26 N81' N-13 Nt.14 N27 N94
n %

C.)

n % n % n %'n %,n % n %

GUIDING MECHANISM
-

--
Advisory Council 4 IN

I
12 29 31 20 30 1 8 1 7 2 7 22 23

Administrative Board 8_

j(Ar
2- 8 10 15 2 15 2 14 4 15 14 15

Member Institutions

Interinsututional Consulting Mechanism 9 22 12 46 21 31 1 8 1 7 ilk 7 23 24

Institutions Separately 3 7 3
)

12 6 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6
"Caretaker" Institution 5 12 2 8 7 10 0 0 1 7 1 4 8 9

State Agency , 10 24 6 _23 16 24 5 39 3 21 8 30 24 26 .

Other 4 10 3 12 7 10 1 8 3 21 4 15 11 12

. --..,

COMPOSITION OF GUIDING MECHANISMS 9
, .

/
/

Reps from State Agencies (non -ed I 3 7 1 4 4 6 1 8 6 0 1 4 5 5

Reps. from State Education Agencies 11 27 4 15 15 22 3 23 2 14 5 18 20 21

Chief Executive 17 42 8 31. 25 i7 3 23 4 29 7 26 32 35

Other Institutional Representatives

Trustees .4. , 1 0 2 8 6 9 1 8 0 0 1 4 7 7

Administrators , 10 24 8 31 18 27 1 8 1 7 2 7 20 21

Faculty 6 15 4 15 10 15 1 8 2 14 3 11. 13 14

Other , 3 7 2 8 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,5 5

Lay Representtives from Comm ty 8 20 6 23 14 21 1 . 8 0 '0 \ 1 4 15 16

Other 6 15 '3 12 9 13 0 0 2 14 2 7 11 12

4 .
DESIGNATION OF MEMBEIISHIP

.
.

Appointed 13 32 10 39 V23 34 4 31' /4 29 8 30 31 33

Designated . 7 17 7 27 14 21 1 8 2 14 3 11, 17 18

Elected ' 6 154 6 23 12 18 1 8 0 0 .1 4 13 14

.44 Chosen Other Way 7 17 7 27 14 21 - 2 15 0 0 2 7 16 17

r 1)
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Intrastate actions also appear to vary more the procedure used to select
members of guiding mechanisms than do interstate actions. Both types of actions,
however, 'report appointment (by the agency or institution represented) as the \
most frequently utilized method of selection.

Within the interstate category, actions serving entire states as well as those
for less than entire states report administration by a state agency as the most fre-

. quest guiding mechanism. However this, mechanism is .most pronounced for the
former (39 percent to 21 percent). Further, chief executives are.the predominant
members of the guiding mechanisms of bpth types of interstate actions. State
education agencies, however, are more represented on the mechanisms for actions
involving entire states. Selection procedures for membership to guiding mecha-
nisms do not seem to vary appreciably for the different types of interstate actions.

,
For the different types of intrastate actions, advisory councils and inter-

institutional consulting mechanisms continue to be the predominant ones em-
ployed. Some differendes can be noted, though. For example, those actions for
part(s) of a state rely much more heaviN on the interinstitutional consulting mode
of guiding mechanism than do intrastate actions servicing a whole state (46 per-)
cen't to 22 percent). Conversely, the intrastate/whole state actions make consieler-
able more use of the administrative board approach (20 percent to 8 percent). Theme
two major types of intrastate actions do not varyto any great extent in the come
position of their guiding mechanisms, nor in the manner in which the members are
selected. Guiding mechanisms for both rely heavily on institutional and lay repre-
sentation, and, for the most part, members are appointed by the agency or institu-
tion fhey represent. Intrastate regionalization actions for whole states do have a
somewhat higher presence of representatives from state ageniies on their guiding
mechan isms.

In Table 8,8 administrative structure is reviewed by the types of institu-
tion; included in the various regionalization actions. The incidence of state agen-
cies functioning as guiding mechanisms is influenced by Whether only public
institutions or both public and private institutions are included in the regionalize-
tion action. Only 15 percent of the more comprehensive regionalization actions
Cite state agencies as guiding mechanisms, while 36 percent of the actions for the
public sector do so. Aside from the state agencies, the percentage of regionaliza-
tion actions citing the other gdiding, mechanisms is roughly equivalent for public
and private, and public institution actions. -

Chief executives of member institutions are the most frequently cited
members of the guiding mechanisms for both the public-only and publit/private
categories. The presence of private institutionssin a regionalization action does ap-
pear to increase the likelihood of chief executives being selected. Forty percent of,
the regionalization actions with both private and public institutions cite chief
executive membership on the guiding mechanisms compared with 23.percent of
public institution actions.

, --
Appointment to the guiding mechanism is the most frequently mentioned

selection to;dure for regionalization actions formed by0public institutions as
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TABLE ILI

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE Of REGIONALIZATION ACTes.
BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION INCLUOE0

-

- e
INSTITB,RONAL TYPE r

TOTAL
. e Priem* Under-

PulMic fad Prit Me Pablo Only Only ..1 bed

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE 2- ad 2- mid
4-Year 2-Year 4-Year Total 4-Year 2-Year 4-Year To 4-Year

5.14 5.2 5.38 5.52 5.14 5.10 5.20 N.114 141 5.1 5.511
a %a %'alli a 11 ala E. a %elle 11.a%a%

ECHANISM
a

Admeory Galina 1 7 0 0 12 33 13 25 2 14 2 20 5 25 9 20 0 0 0 0 22 23

Admenetratme Boatel 3 21 1 50 2 6 6 12 3 21 2 20 2 10 7 16 0 0 1 190 14. 15

11thea6er Institutions t
Pueriratuutional Ccosulting Medunurn 3 21 1 50 9 25 13 25 9 36 1 10 3 15 9 20 0 0 1 100 23 24

Instrurnont Sethaaath 0 0 0 0 1 31 1 2 2 14 0 0 3 15 5 11 0 0 0 0 6 6

-Caretaker' Institution 1 7 0 0 3 8 4 8 1 7 1 10 2 10 4 9 0 0 0 0 8 9

8 4 1 1 4 A f f e c t ' 1 7 0- 0 7 19 8 15 5 36 2 20 9 45 16 36 0 0 ' 0 O. 24 26

Dew - 3 21 0 0 5 14 8 15 1 7 2 20 - 0 0 3 7 0 0 0 0 11 12

COMPOSITION OF GUIOING MECHANISMS .

Root from Late Agenoes (nonad 2 14 0 0 1 3 '4-016 0 0 0 0 1 5 1 2 0 0 1 100 5 5

Rept. from Stag Education 2 14 0 0 9 25 11 11 2 14 2 20 4 20 8 18 0 0 1 lIfl 20 21

Chef Executives 5 38 1 50 1i 41 21 40 5 35 1 10 4 20 10 23 0 0 1 100 32 35

Other Initrtutsorral Rropreiernatrves I .

Trusues 9 1 7 0 0 1 3 1 2 4 0 0 4 40 1 5 5 11 0 0 0 0 7 7

Admin an ators . I 4 2 9 0 0 9 25 1 13 25 4 29 2 20 1 5 7 16 0 0 0 0 20 21

F scurry 3 21 0 0 3 8 1 6 12 3 21 1 10 2. 10 6 14 0 0 1 100 13 14

bthr ) 0 0 0 0 2 ' 6 1I 2 4 0 0 1 10 2 10 3 7 0 0 0 0 5 5

Lay Ropfesentmves from Commumly 3 21 1 50 8 22 , 12 23 1 )) 0 0 1 5 2 5 0 0 1 100 15 16

Other 1 7 1 50 5 14 1 7 13 1 7 0 0 3 15 4 9 0 0 0 0 11 12

DESIGNATION OF MEMBERSHIP
I

Appointed 5 36 4 0 0 10 28P 1 15 29 6 43 5 50 4 20 15 34' 0 0 1 100 31 33

Devorated 2 14 1 50 9 25 12 23 4 29 0 0 1 5 5 11 0 941 0 0 17 18

-"Elected . 1 7 0 0 7 t9 8 15 2 14 2 20 1 5 5 111 0 0 0 0 13 14

Chosen Other Way 1 7 1 50 5 14 7 13 4 29 2 20 3 15 9 20 0 0 0 0 17 17

4,
,

4
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Well as those formed by public and private institutions (34 and 29 percent, respec-
tively). When the private institutions are included, however, membership to the
guiding mechanisms is almost as frequently designated ex officio in the design of
the regionalization action (23 percent). This method it employed by only 11 per-
cent of the regionalization actions including only public institutions.

For regionalization actions that are comprehensive in their instistutional
coverage (those including both public and private institutions), it can be seen that
two-year institution actions do not utilize the advisory council as a guiding rnecha-

-only 1 of the 14 four-year institution actions report its use. Yet, 33
t of the actions including both two; and four-year institutionskcite this type

of guiding mechanism. When two-year and four-year institutions combine their
efforts withjn a regional structure, the preference seems to be toward 'an advisory
mode of operations.

-
Within the public-only category, the predominance of the state agency as a

guiding mechanism is consistent, but particularly high for those actions involving
both two -year and four-year institutions (45 percent). Also, the composition of
guiding mechanismi for regionalization actions within this category appears fela-
tively consistent, with chief executives again being the predominaht members. One
break from the norm i; that 40 percent of the actions involving two-year institu-
tions only cite institutional trustees as members of the regional guiding mecha-
nisms.

Table 8.9 examines the administrative structure of the regionalization
actions when the actions are grouped according to academic program level served.
The data in this table indicate that regionalization actions do not seem to adopt a
particular guiding mechanism based on considerations of academic program level.
Actions for the different,categories of program coverage use a variety of guiding
mechanisms. Actions for associate level programs, for example, make approxi-
mately equal use of advisory councils, administrative boards, and interinstitutional
guiding mechanisms. A similar pattern occurs for the graduate program actions.

Regionalization actions grouped according to ,academic program level also
distribute across all choices with respect to-composition of the guiding mecha-
nisms Institutional chief executives remain the most consistently reported merny
be f gLiiding mechanisms. And appointment by the agency or institution repre-
sented contjnues to 'be. the most frequently utilized method of selection for
megibership to regional guiding mechanisms regardless of academic program level
served.

Administrative structure as influenced by the regionalization pattern's
created' by geography and institution's considered simultaneously is displayed in
Table 8.10. The regionalization actions when viewed in- these patterns tend to
group more clearly arouhd 'particular guiding mechanisms. Forty-four percent of
the comprehensive -A actions report advisory councils as regional guidance mecha-
nisms with interinstitutional consulting mechanisms ap a distant second choice
with 22 percent of the actions' citing it. Fifty-six percent of the public compre-
hensive actions report state agencies functioning as guiding mechanisms, and 3.3
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TABLE 11.9

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL INCLUDED

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

'ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL
TOTAL

N ,. $4
a %

Al Levels
N . 41
n %

Graduate Only
N - 17
n %

Seco Interests
and Above

N.1
n %

Undessr valuate

N . 7
n % .

Amman and
Carlini:MIA

N-18
n %

Noncredit
N . 3

n %

.

. Lind4441T441
N = 4

n %

DING MECHANISM

Advrsory Counco

Adm.*. sty sure Board

Member Insututfons

Intennshtubonal Consulting Mechanism

Instftubons Separately

"ortaker Inshtuton,

Stale Agency

Other

s ITION OF GUIDING MECHANISMS

- Reps. from State Agenoes tenoned I

Reps from State Education Agencies

Chief Execuhves

. Other Irma...bona( Representatmes

Tr ustee s

Admoustrators

Faculty V
Other

Lay.Representayth from Communal,

Other

'4.
DESIGNATION OF MEMBERSHIP

...^

\I)
Appointed

Desqnated

Elected

Chosen Other Way

t

10

4

10

4

4

13

3

0

9

14

1

9

9

2

9

5
..

,
0.

i
10

9

7

5

24

10

24

10

10

32

7

0

22

34

.
2

22

7

5

22

12 f"

24

22

17

12

3

3

4

0
0

3

3

2

4

5

,

1

4

4

0

2

2

9

3

2

3

18 .

18

24

0

0

18

18

12

24

29

6

24

24

0

12

12

47

18

12

18

0

1

3

1

0

1

'2

0

0

. 4

.

1

2

200'000
CS-

0

3

1

1

1

0

12

36

12

0

12

25

0

0

50

12 .,
25

25

0

0

,

38

12

12

12

1 14

O. 0

2 28

0 , 0

1 14

2 28

1 14

1 14

1 14

1, 14
. .

ri f711 0

1 14

0 0

1 14

0 0

2 28

2 28

0 .-0
0 0

...

5

5

4

0
I
2

2

2

1

4

5

4

3

3

1

3

1

8

2

3

4

28

28

22

0

11

11

11

6

22

28

22

17

17

$

17

6

33

11

17

22

II

,

2

2

1

0

1

1

1

0

1

2

2

0

1

1

1

0

2

, 1

0

Q

2

67
033

0
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0
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67

67

0

33
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0
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0

0
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1

0
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0

0

0

2

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

. 1

4

1

0

0

1

?e.

0

0

0

0
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0

s

0

0

25

0

0

0

25

0

25

25

0

0
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14

6

8

24

11 , ,12

5

20

32

7
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13

5

15

11
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16

5

21

35

7
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14
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TABLE 8.10

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE. BY TYPE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTION

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS GEOGRAPHY AM) INSTITUTIONS

INTRASTATE INTERSTATEt OTHER TOTAL
ADMINISTRATIVE STRICTURE Comprehensive Public CORIMININIty Partial/All artin/Public

A Comprehensive College Segments Sento; Ream Contracts-A .
N . 18 N . 9 / N.6 N a 12 N 5 N - 8 11.30 N.104
" ,., a 16 n % n % n % n 16 n % n % n 16

GUIDING MECHANISM

Adnsory Councd 8 44 3 33 1 17 3 25 1 20 0 0 0 0 6 20 22 23
Administrative Board 2 11 1 11 2 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 25 7 23 14 15
Member Institutions

Interinstitutional Consulting Mechanism 4 22 1 11 1 17 5 4t 3 60 0 0 1 12 8 27 23 24
Institutions Separately

1
b 0 2 22 0 0 1 8 1 20 0 0 0 0 2 7 6 6

C4retaker Institution 2 11 1 11 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 13 8 9
State Agency

Other

..2 11

3 17

5 56

0 0'

0 0

1 17

4 33

2 17

1 20

1 20

4 67 1 12 7 23 24 26

) 0 0 2 25t 2 7 11 12

TION OF GUIDING MECHARItMS

Reps from State Agencies inon ed 1 6 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 TO 5 5

Rem from Slate Education Agencies 7 39 2 22 0 0 I . 1 8 0 1 17 0 0 9 30 20 21

Chief Executives 9 50 3 "33 1 17 6 50 1 20 Q 0 4 50 8 27 32 35

Other InstrtuponaI Representatives
wowTrustees , 0 0 0 0 4 67 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 2 7 7 7,

Administrators 6 33 1 11 2 33 3 25 3r 0 0 1 12 4 13 20 /1
Faculty 2 11 ' 1 11 1 17 1 8 2 ID 0 0 2 25 4 13 13 -14

Other 1 6 1 11 1 17 1 8 0 -).b o o oa ,,1 3 5 5

Lay Representatives from COmmun.tv 5 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 60 i
.o

0 0 0 0 7 23 15 16

Other 3 17 2 22 0 0 1 8 1 20 0 0 1 12 3 10 11 12

SIGNATION OF MEMBERSHIP

Appointed 5 28 1 11 4 67 5 42 2 40.. 1 17 3 38 10 33 31 33

Designated 5 28 1 11 0 0 3 25 3 .80' 0 0 1 12 . - 4 13 17 18

Elected 4 22 0 0 2 33 3 25 i 2 40 0 0 0 0 2 7 13 14

Chosen Other Way 3 17 42 22 1 17 2 17 2 40 0 0 0 0 6 70 18 17
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, percent report "adliisory councils. Intirinstitutional consulting mechanisms govern
42 rcent of the regionalization actions in the partial/all segment pattern and 60 )1*
pertent of the actions in partial /public senior pattern.

In sum, the patterns seem to be these: the comprehysive_actions rely
most heavily on advisory modes of operation and strong instixttional input; corn-
prehensive actions within the public sector similarly use the advisory council ap-
proach, but state agencies are heavily involved as well; regionalization adtions
which are more specifically targeted in their service area tend to rely most heavily
on the participating institutions as the controlling operational interests.

It can also be noted that the reciprocity actions rely solely on state agen-
cies as their regional guiding mechanisms. Community Olege actions do not seem
to favor any one particular type of guiding mechanism,

Chief executives are the predominant members in the guiding mechanisms,

for actions within the patterns displayed in Table 8.10,'with Only two exceftrions. .-
In the community college pattern, 67 percent of the actions have trustees from
member colleges as participants, nd t s represents the single largest group of
actions citing trustee membership guiding mechanisms. Sixty percent of the
regionalization actions in the partial/public senior pattern have institutional ad-
ministrators on their guiding Inechanismsi e most popular method of selection
of membership for guisiipechanisms, f all regionalization patterns, is appoint--t
ment by the agency or institution represented.

Table 8.11 displays administrative Structure distribution wherkgeography
and academic program level are combined to form sic patterns Of regionalization
actions. Use of regional guiding mechanisms by actions in these patterns seems to
follow closely the tendencies of the patterns discussed above for Table 8.10. That
is, actions that are narrowly focused in their service area rely most heavily%n the
interinstitutional consulting mechanism; more comprehensive actions tend instead
to employ the advisory council approach. Association actions.show no preference
at all for a particular type of guiding mechanism. Rediprocity-E3 actions rely com-
pletely on state agencies to serve as their guiding mechanisms,::

i----
The composition of the regional guiding mechanisms when the actions are

grouped this way follows the same pattern described several times during this
chapter. The chief.executives: member institutions are the'officiali cited by the
largest Percentage of actions as members of guiding mechanisms. Representatives
of noneducational state agencies are the least frequently cited group serving in his
capacity. The partial/specific pdtten is the only exception. For these actibns,
targeted for specific program levels in specific geographic areas of a state, institu-
tional administrators `other than the chief executives) are the predominantThem-
bers'of the regional guiding mechanisms.
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TABLE 8.11

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE. BY TYPE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTION

.

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS GEOBRAPHY AND PROGRt4 LEVEL ""t_

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE
' OTHE TOTAL.

Cotapee known
4...- 4 Mamma Famed/Broad Partial/1416ft ReMProcRY4 CfmnflIM2-0

N ..19 N . 13 N - 12 N.12 N - 5 N 9 N . 26 4.... WI
n % a % n % n % n % n % n S. n %

GUIDING MECHANISM ........---

1. Advisory Council
[ Adminatrative Beard .

5 26

3 16

4 31
9,

4 31

4 33

1 8

3 25

1 8

0 0

0 0

0 0

2 25

8 24

3 12

22 23

14 16

Member Institutions

Interinstitutional Consulting Mechanism 4 21 4 31 50

,

6
50

0 0 1" 12 2 8 23 2416 .
Institu1sora Separately 2 11 0 0 1 2 17 1 8 0 0 0 0 1 4 6 A
"'Caretaker" Institution 2 LT 2 15 1 8 1 9 0 0 0 0 2 8 8 9

State Agency 5 32 0 . 0 3 25 2 17 4 80 2 25 7 28 24 28

Other 2 11
1 8 1 8 2 17 0 0 0 0 5, 20 11 12

**POSITION 13P GUIDING MECHANISMS
-..

Reps horn State Agencies (non ed) 0 0 1 8 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 0 3 12 6

Reps from State Education Agtintiti 5 426 - 2 15 2 17 2 17 1 20 0 0 8 32 20 21

Chief Executives 9 47 5 38 5 41 2 17 0 0 2_ 25 9 38 32 36

Othde Institutional Representatives -

Trustees 0 0 '. 4 31 1 8 1 8 0 0 0 0 1 4 7 7

Administrators 6 32 3 23 3 25 5 41 0 0 1 12 2 8 20 21

Faculty M 1 5 3 23 2 17 2 17 0 0 1 12 16 13 14

Other 1 5 1 8 1 8 0 0 0'....` 0 0 0 2 8 6 6

Lay Representatives from Community 5 26 2 15 4 33 2 17 0 0 0 0 2 8 15. 18

Other 2 11 1 8 2 17 - 1 0 0 1 12 4 16 11 12
,.

bESIGNATIONDF MEMBERSHIP

Appointed 4 21 5 38 5 41 4 33 1 20 ' 2 25 10 40 31

Des. rated 5 26 2 15 3 25 4 33 0 0 0 0 3 12 17 1

Elected 3 16 3 . 23 4 33 2 17 0 0 0 0 1 4' 13 1

Cbosan Other Way 2 11 2 15 3 25 4 33 0 0 0 0 5 20 18 1
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Questions of Special Interest
a

Size of Professignal Staff

The wide range of program ctiaty conducted through the various region-
alization actions identified in the stu 'makes it difficult to attach firm generaliza-
tions to either the absence or presence of professional staff. Certain of the inter-
state regionalization actions, for instance, require only minimum administrative
activity once the action is approved by participating states and implemented.
Such an action may affect the postsecondary experience of large numbers of
students and cover wide geographic areas while utilizing only a small number of
professional employees. Other types of regionalization actions, such as those
which bridge the activity of differing sectors and segments of-postsecondary edu-
cation, may require massive coordination, possible only through the efforts of
large numbers of professional support pOsonnel. With these cautions in mind,
however, some attention to the size of'rofessional support staff functioning in
regionalization actions at both the state 'and regional levels is a useful indication
of the vitality and level of activity of these actions. As has been the case through-
out this chapter, data on the interstate Compacts are excluded from the analyses

presented.

In Table 8.12, 36_re ionalization actions are shown to employ state-level
professional support persOnn and419 of these 36 employ some staff on a full-
time basis. Over one-third o all regionalization actions, then, have sufficient
state-level activity to warrant administration at this level.

TABLE 8,12

SIZE OF STATE, LE)LE-CgIOFESSIONAL SUPPORT STAFF
OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

4_

State --tevei NuMber of Total Number of Range of Staff Mean Staff Size

Professional Regionalization Staff (National
Support Staff Actions With Headcount) Size

. Staff

Part Time 17 96 1 to 26 5:65

Fult Time 19 36 1 to 8 1.80

Any 36
o

132 L_-__ 3.66

. ..
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The range of staff size utilited at the state level gives some clue to the
varied activities which regionalization actions conduct. At least one action utilizes
26 part-time professional support personnel, which certainly suggests a great deal
of state-level activity. Several others report.1 individual functiing in support of
the regionalization ction at the state level, which leads the assumption that
these actions principally focus activity at the sub-state regional level.

A total of 132 individuals nationwide (36 full time; 96 part time) are in-
volved at the state level in providing professional administrative support for re-
gionalization actions. The mean state-level support staff size of 3.66 individuals
(headcount) indicates that those regionalization actions which dc/require state-
level staff support are involved with sufficient administrative detail to warrant
some degree of professional specialization.

In Table 8.13 the size of` regional level professional. staff is reported. The
38 regionalization actions reporting executiik directors in the regions have a total
of 228 individuals (full time and part time) functioning at this level. The large
number of full-time employees (186) ing in this capacity shows that it is at
thil level that the bulk of administratilllactivity occurs. The fact that fewer in-
dividuals are reported working in professional support capacities at the regional
level (139, full time and part time) than in leadership rotes may indicate that much
of the professional administrative work in the regions is accomplished by the
member institutions themselves. The meansupport staff size per region (just over

(s1.5 persons per region) appears to support this cont e tion. ,

.

Special Perspectives

The message of this chapter to all postsecondary interest ghups is clear:
the structural arrangements attached to regionalization actions are in an evolu-- tionary stage, and atleast for now, appear to be gomewhat amorphous.

Observers of current developments, however, should not be too quick to
conclude that a stronger organizational development in support of regionalism ef-
foriiwill not occur. It may well be that interest in developing more organizational
identity, for regionalization actions is suppressed to forestall its being viewed as a

, threat to existing institutions or other established patterns for administering post-
secondary education in a region. When a positive, more cooperative, and non-
threatening perception of regionalism can be established and maintained, chances
of a stronger supporting governance structure for regionalization will be much
greater.

The evidence that is available seems to support this conclusion. Certainly
the staffing commitmerfts that are being made to regionalization actions through-
otti the country show that regionalism is maturing quite rapidly in its organiza-
tional status. This in itself should merit notice by colleges at universities that
operate where regionalization is occurring. Professional staffs for postsecondary
education can reasonably be expected to have interest in each other's spheres of
responsibility and how these are performed. Regionalization appears to be bring-
ing a new grouii of professionals into this interactive process.

.00



TABLE 8.1 6

SIZE OF REGIONAL LEVEL PROFESSIONAL STA F OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

,-...,

' Regional Level
Professional Staff

Number of
Regionalization
Actions with

Staff
=k

Number of Regions
with Staff

tr
Total Number of Staff
(National Headcount)

Range of Staff Size Mean Staff Size

Per Regionalization.
Action

r

Per Region
Per Regionalization

Action
, /

Per Region

.
XECUTIVE DIRECTOR ...

.

. ,

Full Time 33 186 186 -- -- -- --
Part Time 'I 2 42 42 --
Any 38 228 228 -- -- --

- . .

e

ROFESSIONAL SUPPORT
STAFF 411 )

. IFull Tiriie 23 45 75 2 to 113i 1 to 19 3.26 1.67

Part Time 13 41 64 1 to 24 1 to 10 4.92 1.56

Any 32 63 139 -- --

t
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Nevertheless, the strategy still 'taken by most current regionalization
actions is one of moving cautiously and building upon postsecondary structures
already-in place in the states. This is evident in the large numb* of regionalizes
Lion actions that, in one way or another, are administered .by-the participating
member institutions. It is further evident from the fact that when regionalization
actions do develop an organizational ntity separate from the participating in
stitutions; the guiding mechanisms ar most frequently advisOry in nature. The
more comprehensive the regionalize on actions, the more pronounced these
strategies become.

Professional Staff

Summary

Od

Roughly one-half of the regionalization actions identified in the study
report that professional staff are utilized to administer thractions at the state
level; similarly, _about one -alf of the actions employ professional staff-at the'
regional level. The presence of professional employees in this many actions is cer-'
tainly"an indication that when regional configurations are utilized, a serious COM-
mitmentto the success of the concept is common. A general tendency toward
full-time professional employees across all groupings of the actions is an indication
of the increasing stability of those regionalization actions.

/
Recognizing this terilehc to emplujuil-tiMe staff, it nevertheless can be

noted that the leadership of r onelizatioristions at the state level is morefre-
quently on a part-time rather than full-time basis. Since this pattern reverses at
the regional level, this May be indicative of the concept's focus on decentrali ing
rather than centralizing the efforts of postsecondary education.

Beyond these general conclusidns, some marked differences in s affirig
were found when considered against other ,variables, and highlights ar noted
below: 7

1. Geographic AreaIntrastate' a terstate actions are roughly equal
in their use of state-level staff; within the intrastate category, actions
servicing a whole state show a particularly high presence of state-level
executive directors; actions serving 'part(s) 'of a state, on the other
hand, more frequently report full-time executive direotors at the
regional level than the state level; fir the interstate category, staff
consistently appear most frequently.at the state, leverin fact, only
the interstate actions involving less than entire states report any
regional staff at all.

1
2. lnsittutional TypeRegionalization actions which-are comprehensive.

in their institutional coverage (i.e., both public and priliate Institu-
tions) consistently report a higher level of professional staffboth fit
the state and regional levels than do those actions developed for to
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Public sector; actionincluding both two-year and four-year institu-
tions report a highii incidence of state-level executive director_looder-
ship than do actions which' embrace only two-year or four-year
institutions separately.

3. Academic Progiin LevelAt the state level, regionalization actions
for graduate progfanis are most heavily staffed; other categories re-

porting a high presence 'of state-level staff are the comprehensive
actions for all program levels and the actions for associate level pro-
grams; at the regionai/1evel, staffing (for the graduate program actions
If virtually nonexistent; conversely, regionaliiation actions for associ-
ate level programs maintain and even increase their level of staff; the
comprehensive actions likewise maintain a relatively high level of
staff at the regional level.

4. Regionalization Patterns:...;,,
the comprehensive intrastate
the state and regional level-t

aphy and Institutions-In, general,
ons are more heavily staffed at both
those that tend toward a more nar-

row geographic focus; the latter, however, do report substantial staff
at the regional levet* also, community college actions are heavily
staffed at the regionallevel.

5. iagidlization Patterns: Geography and PrOgramsiComprehensive
intrastate regionalization patterns and the interstate' ones are heavily
staffed at both the 'state and regional 1evii4s; special focus actions do
show considerable staff support at the regional level; associate actions
report the highest preience of hill -time regional executive directors;
none of the interstate reciprodity actions have regional level staff.

ti6. Size of Professional-StaffA total.of 132 individuals nationwide (36
full time, 96 part time) are involved at the state level in providing
professional administrative support for regionalization actions; the.
variation among actions is considerable several employ only 1 indi-
vidual functioning in support of4the regionalization action at the state
level, another utilizes 26 part-time professional support personnel;
the mean state-level support staff site is 3.66 (headcount); at the
regional leVel, 228 professionals (186 full time; 42 part time) work as
executive directors in 38 region_ alization actions nationwide; add..
tionally, 139 individuals ps full time, 64 part time) operate in a sup-
port role atthe regional level ;. the mean support staff size per region
is approximately 1.5. i /

In ium, ose regionalization actions that attempt to be more comprehen-
sive in their app ach (i.e., actions which combine or coordinate the effortS of
different twos of institutions and/or different academic program levels in broad .

geographic areas) are more often found to have professional staff thug those which
include like institutions or similar piogram levels_in more narrowly defiiied Ejeo-

p graphicareas. This finding suggests a number of possibi explanations: one4s,that
the more complex actions generate a, greater work to to be conducted by the
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organization created by the regionalization action; another is that the participant
collies find institutional "contributed services" more difficult to arrange; and a
thintmay be tat greater difficulties are present and thus more administrative
effort\is required when elements of the postsecondary education community un-
accustomed to working together attempt to coordinate activity.

Administrative Structure

. _

The regionalization actions identified in this study utilize a variety of-ad-
ministrative structures with no one type of regional guiding mechanism particu-
larly favored over others. Advisory councils, administration of the regionalization
actions by member institutionf, and. administration by a state agency are, all
equally used in efforts to implement regionalization action in the states.

Chief executives of participating institutions are the most frequently cited
members of the guiding Mechanisms, which indicates the importance institutions
apparently attach to the regionalization actions in which they participate. 'The
most frequently cited methed of selection for membership to regional guiding
mechanisms is appointment by the agency or insaution repreiented.

Regionalization actions do differ somewhat on these various concerns of
administrative structure -when considered against other -variables. Semeof-the
mere striking differences are noted below:

Geographic AreaIntrastate actions most 'frequently employ advisory
councils arid interinstitutional consulting mechanisms as regional
guiding mechanisms; inter ate-actions most often-report state agen-
cies functioning as thei guiding Mechanisms; interstate actions are
more one-dimensio In the composition of their guiding mocha-

. rsms and in how embers ate selectedspecifically, chief executives
are the most frequ nt members, and they are appointed by their in-
stitutions to serve on the guiding mechanisms; intrastate actions, on
the other hand, h e more diverse viewpoints represented on their
guiding mechanism member institutions, state education agenCies,
and community lay 'rests are all about equally represented and
also vary more the procedure used to select members of guiding
mechanisms. (-

InstitutionPTypeRegionalization actions for the public sector
'bvt

More frequently report state agencies functioni9g as guiding mecha-
nisms than do actions that are compreheniive {i.e., public and private)
in their institutional coverage; the comprehensive actions tend lore

-A° use interinstitutional consulting mechanisms and advisory counci
within the comprehensive category, the actions that include both
two-year and four-year institutions are even more prone totailize an
advisory mode of operations; chief executives of member institutions
are 4he most .frequentj cited members of guiding mechanisms for
both the public-only and public/private actions; however, the ores-

.. ence of private institutions does increase even more the likelihood of

p
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chief executives being selected to the guiding mechanisms; also when
private institutions are jncluded, membership to the guiding mecha-
nisms is more frequently designated ex officio in the design of the
regionalization action.

. 3. Academic Program LevelRegionalization actions do not seem to
adopt a particular guiding mechanism baled on consideration of
academic program level; actions for different categories of program
coverage each use a variety of mechanisms; program level also has
little or no impact on the composition of the guiding mechanisms
nor on the manner in which menil,oership to the mechanisms is deter-
mined.

4. Regionalization Patterns/Geography and InstitutionsComprehen:
sive actions rely most heavily on advisory modes of operation and

`strong institutional input; comprehensive actions within the public
sector similarly utilize the advisory council approach, but state agen-

" cies are also heavrly involved and often function as the de facto guid-
ing mechanism; regionalization actions 'which are more specifically
targeted in 'their service area tend to rely most heavily on the partici-
pating institutions as the controlling operational interests; concerning
composition of the guiding mechanisms, chief executives comprise
the predominant membership element for actions within most of the

,tterns; ?an exception is the community college pattern where ac-
tions-most frequently report trustees of) the participating institutions
as memrers of the guiding mechanisms:

0
y

Regionalization Patterns: Geography and ProgramsIntrastate ac-
tions that are narrowly focused in their set'ice area rely most heiivily
an the interinstitutional consulting mechanism; more comprehensive
actions ,tend instead to employ. the advisory council approach; also
to be noted is that associate actions show no preference at all for a
particular type of guiding mechanism; reciprocity actions, on the
Other hand, rely completely on state agencies to serve as their guiding
mechanisms.

Although certain broad trends are becoming apparent, the administrative
structu attached to regionalization actions can best be described as being in a
devel me tal stage. Various models are big tried in the states.
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CHAPTER IX

DUrIES, FUNCTIONS,'PROCESSES

The previous chapter presented data on the various kinds of administrative
structures (or regional guiding mechanisms) currently utilized by regionalization
actions in the states. The present chapter moves from that discussion to an analy-
sis of the actual duties and functions these mechanisms are performing:

Designs, Manifestations, Operations

It was noted in Chapter VIII that a single regionalization action may simul-
taneously employ several types of regional (guiding mechanisms. This multiple use
of guiding mechanisms by regionalization actions is shown in Table 9.1r.

The data show that the different types of regional guiding mechanisms are
about as frequently used in combination with other guiding mechanisms as they

,, are used singly. For example, 8 regionalization actions use only advisory councils
as their regional guiding mechanisms; but another 1.4 actions use advisory councils
in combination with other types of gbiding mechanisms. Table 9.2 shows this
relationship more precisely.

Because a single regionalization action may in fact muse several typ of
guiding mechanismsand because the units of analysis in this study'are the region-
alization actions and not the guiding mechanisms used within the regions of those
actionssit is not possible to report on the duties and functions of the different
types of regional guiding mechanisms. Instead, such data will' be reported in an
aggregate fashion for all types of guiding Nkhanisms considered toorther.

Respondents for each regzonalzzatzon action were queried as to the i
action of their regional- guiding mechanisms (all ty ) with the institutions o
ing within the respective regions of the action. 015ta were sought on two po ts:

4(1) the tdpical areas oc operation in which the guiding mechanisms have a working
relationship with the institutions participating. in the regionalization action; and
(2) the "nature of that working relationship. Seven areas of op,eration were ex-
plored:

4
1) new academic programs
2) existing academic programs, credit ".

3) existing academic programs, noncredit
4) operating budget requests
5) capital budget request
6) utilization of physical pla94,and equipment
7) utilizatidn of faculty and other professional personnel

(For each area of institutional 'operation, respondents were asked to indicate the
highest level working relationship that exists, with "level rated on a four-point
continuum. The first three points on the continuum define a working relationship
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-"ft TABLE 9.1

UBE OF REGIONAL GUIDING MECHANISMS BY REGIONALIZATION A InoNs 440.00.
, .

Types) of Guiding Mechanisms

friu r of
Actilens

Advisory council only
Administrative board only
Administration by participating institutions only 20

Administration by state agency only 16

Advisory council plus administration by institutions 6

Advisory council plus administrative board 2

Advisory council plus administration by state agency 2

Advisory council plus administrative board plus administration by
institutions

Advispry council plus hdniinistritiveoard plus administration by state

agency 1

Advisory council plus administr.ation by institutions plus administration
by state agency 2

Administrative board plus administration by institutions 3

-Administrative board plus administration by institutions plus administration
by state agency. 1

Administration by institutions plus administration by state agency 2

8
6

TABLE 9.2

SINGLE AND MULTIPLE USE OF REGIONAL GUIDING MECHANISMS

Guiding Mechanisms

Single Use;
Used in Combination
(Number of Actions) Total

(Advisory Council 8;14 22

Administra tier Board 6;8 14

AciministrAtir by Participating Institutions 20 ;15 35

Adminis ati y State Agency 16;8 24

so-

41

0

s -
.
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between guiding mechanisms and institutions that is advisory in nature: meet and
discussreview 'and reportrecommend. The fourth paint on the continuum
defines a qualitatively stronger relationship in which the guiding mechanisms
actually have power of approval 9ver some area of institutional-operation.

These data are reported only for intrastate actions. Since interstate actions
rely most heavily on state agencies to function as their guiding mechanisms (see
Chapter VIII), and since the relationship between state-level agencies and post-
secondant institutions is not of this study, interstate actions are ex-
cluded from the analyses in this ch ter. Intrastate actions, on the other hand,
rely primarily'on administrative structures at the sub-state regional level, and the
analyses, in this chapter gxamine the responsibilities that these structures are as-
suming in the regionalization actions.

,..
. ..

Because of the relatively small 'number of intrastate' actions that have
actually implemented regionaliguiding mechanisms (37 of 67, or 55 percent), the
duties and functions of those mechanisms are not considered against the several
independent variables utilized in previous chapters. Instead, the authors report-
only the totals for the 37 intrastate regionalization actions that hpve implemented
regional guidingznechanisms. i'

Table 9.3, then,_ shows the duties and functions that administrative struc-
tures at the sub-state regional level are assuming in relation to institutions operat-
ing within the respective regions and participating in the regionalization actions.
The rightmost total column of the table indicates that regional guiding mecha-
nisms are most involved with new program offerings of their member institutions.

II Thirty-one of the intrastate actions (46 percent) report this kind of kvolvement
de for their guiding ,mechanisms.' Regional guiding mechanisms are lest involved

with institutional budgetary matters,-operating (25 percent) or capital (22 per-
cent).

Concerning the nature of the relationship between guiding mechanisms
and their member institutions, the data in Table 9.3 clearly show that it is a pre-
dominantly advisory one. This is true for all areas of institutional operations. Of
the 31 intrastate actions reporting their guiding mechanisms as having an impact
on new programs within the regions, 23 note that the impact is developing through
an advisory relationship with the institutions involved. _.

. Table 9.4 examines the relationship between age of tl regionalization
actions (i.e.,- when they were implemented) and duties and responsibilities
their regional guiding mechanisms are performing. Although the numbers in the
various cells -are small; a definite pattern is apparent. The more operationally
mature an action, the more likely are its regional guiding mechanisms to assume
approval authority over the various areas of institutional operations.

....A,omparison of the actions implemented before 1970 with those imple-
mented from 1975Ato the presen(shows this relationship most cJparly. Under
new program offerings, for example, five actions'implemented befdre 1970 indi-
cate their guiding mechanisms have responsibilities in this area, with four of these
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*ABLE 9.3

DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF REGIONAL GLIDING MECH ISMS

4

, Operations
of

Participating Institutions

Nature of Working Relationship

w

Ani
Relationship

N .. 67

n 94

Advisory - *
ApproveMeet and

Discuss

Revend
Report Recommend

Total

.1. New Programs 7 5 11 23 1 8 31 46

2. Existing Programs, Credit 8 4
1,.

1 4 16 7 23 34

3. Existing Programs, Noncredit 8 3 '3 14 7 21 31

4. Operating Budget Requests 2 4 3 9 , 8 , 17 25

. -

5. Capital Budget Requests 4 2 2 8 7 1. 22

-

6. Utilization of Physical Plant 10 , 2
.

4 16 ' Y , 23 34

- . . .... . ...._
7. Utilization of Faculty and . -

a Other Professional Persanhel 8 4 2 . -14 7 21 31

8. Other - 0 2 1 3 4 7 10

A

noting the mechanisms have power of approval over new programs. For the most
recent regionalization actionseight actions note responsibilities for their guiding
mechanisms in this,area, but all eight indicate that the duties are strictIVadvisory.
This kind of relationship holds for each of the eight areas of institutional opera-
tions examined.

A certain caveat should ffered here. Although the guiding mechanisms
of the older regionalization actions are indeed more likely to have powers of ap-
proval over institutional operations, the total number of actions with this kind of
authority is extremely small. iThe numbers are consistently low foc all of the areas
of institutional operations examined. Only eight intrastate action's, for example,
report that their guiding mechanisms have approvp.wer over new programs of-
ferings. And for giost'of these actions, this relatio ip holds only for ff-campus
program offerings.

.

Special Perspectives

The dOta ,showCthat regional guiding mechanisms are active in theitunc-i
tional area of postsecondary educational program activity. 'They are rripst involved

e'
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TABLE 9.4

DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF REGIONAL GUIDING MECHANISMS,
BY AGE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

4

.
a

OPERAYIONS OF
PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS

*. . .

IMPLEMENTATION DATt AND NATURE OF/WORKING RELATIONSHIP

1975 f Present IN = 10) 1973 1978 IN = 9) 1970 1972 IN = 10) More 1970 IN 0 81

ty
Advisory
n %n

ApprovalSnTotal
%n

Adviso4
%n

Approval%_n.%n,%nTotal Advisory Approval
%n

.

Total
%n

Advisory
%n

Apprisvai
%

. _
1 New Programs - 8 ,,,, 80 0 0 ,, 8 80 r7 78 2 22 9 100 7 70 2 20 9 90 1 13 4 50 5 ' 63

4 IIN
2 Existing Programs, Credit 6 60 Cl. 0 6 60 4 . 44 3 33 7 78 5 50 0 0 6 50 1 13 4 5 63

3 Existing Programs, Noncredit 4 40 1 10- 5 50 6 67 2 22 8 89 4 40 0 0 4 40 0 0 4 50 4 50

4 Operating Budget Requests 3 30 0 0 4 40 3 33 2 22 5 56 1 10 3 30 4 40 2 25 3 38 .6 63

- 5 Capital Budget Requests, __________Z._20 0 0 2 20 44., 1 11 6 67 -1 10 2 20 3 30 1 J 13 4 50 B 63
1.

49
6 tiltzation of Physical Plant 5 50 1 10 6 60 4 44 3 33 7 78 4 40 0 0 4 40 3 38 3 38 6 75

o AlliPteritak

7 Utilization of Faculty and Other
Professional Personnel 5 50

r b

1 10 6 60 6 67 -2 22 8 89 3 30 1 10 4 40 0 0 3 38 3 38

8 Other 0 0 1 10 1 16.- 1 11 0 0 1' 11 1 10 0 0 1 10 1 13 3 38 3 38
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in decisions affecting new programs proposed by institutions within their respective
Jregions. This finding has particular importance for two postsecondary interest
groups: individual colleges and universities and state-level educational leadership.

Decisions related to the development of new postsecondary educational
programs and services classically have been the prerogative of individual colleges

and universities._ Thus, these interests may see the recent developments reported
in _th?s'chapter as a threat to the more traditional modes of governance usually
applied in these academic matters. State-level interests, on .the other hand, will
likely see .in them a manifestation of their own concern and responsibility for
examining the program needs of the state above and beyond those offered by in-
dividual institutions. .

What the data in this chapter do seem to-suggest is that ?egionalism is

emerging as a bridge between institutional and state-level educational interests in
the identification and. developrhent of new programs necessary to serve clienteles
)n the states. In a real sense, the organizatipnal structures developing through
regionalization are acting as liaisons in the functions and duties they are perform-
ing. Most frequently,,regional guiding mechanisms provide a forum for the mutual
discussion and review of the development of new programs, an interactive process
in which all postsecondary interest groups in a state can participate. But in some
instances, these guiding mechanisms assume an active role in the actual decision-
making prgcesses that occur.

1
4

Summary

0 tAe 67 intrastate actions examined in this chapter, 37,(55 percent) cur-
rently h e regional guiding mechanisms of some kind operating in the states.
These r ional guiding medhanisms'are most involved with new program offerings
of the institutions Rarticipating RI the regionalization actions. Thirty-one of the
intrastate actions (46 percent) report this kind of involvement for their guiding
mechanisms.

Most regional guiding mechanisms are currently functioning in an advisory
capacity for their member institutions. This is true for all areas of institutional

ions. .. reportOf the 31 intrastate actions which repo their guiding mechanisms a,

h it an impact on new program offerings, 23 note that the impact is being
fashioned through an advisory relationship with the institutions involved.

The age of a regionalization action does have some effect on-the manner
in which the regional guiding mechanisms interact with their member institutions.
The more operationally mature an action, the more likely are its regional guiding
mechanisms to assume approval authority over the various areas of institutional
operations. However, although the guiding mechanisms of the older" regionaliza-
tion actions are more likely.to have powers of approval over institutional operp
tions, the total number of actions with such 'authority is currently very small. Fs:*

example, only eight intrastate actions report that their-gujding Mechanisms have
approval power over new program offerings of their member institutions. And for
most of these, the approval authority is only for off-campus program offerings.

n"Mt
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4.. In sum, the data in this chapter offer further support to a conclusion
presented in Chapter VI I Inamely, that administrative structures attached to
regionalization are still evolving, and that to the extent that th uctures are
currently operational, their relationship to existing postsecondrructures in
the states is predominantly advisory. Chapter VIII emphasized that the organize-
ional structure of regional guiding mechanisms is still evolving. Similarly; Chapter
X shows that the duties and functions of these guiding mechanisms are not yet

consistently defined. 1
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CHAPTER X

FINANCES
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American postsecondary education had grown from a narrow service
offered to a few into a broadly utilized spectrum of services functioning as a major.
American industry. Some have suggested that American higher education hailnot
undergbne the productivity change which often accompanies rapid growth in
American industries (Carnegie Commission on Higher EduCation,1972b).,Recog-
nizing the difficulty pf objectively measuring the output of higher education,
efficiency and effectivenessboth of which usually raise questions about .fiscal
resources ignd their utilizatio'nare'still increasingly issues of concern to American
educators and those who support education-.

In Chapter IV of this report, goals related to resource utilization were
shown to be of paramount importance to thdse involved in regionalization actions.
The data in Chapters V and VI indicated that government at many different levels
is examining regionalism as one approach to a more effective delivery of poksec-
ondary educational services. Chapter X now examines the actual resources (fiscal)
utilized to operate regionalization activity, focusing primarily upon the sources of
funding. Some attention Is-paid to the various methods used to fund regionaliza-
tion actions, and actual funding 7tqlounts for 1976-19.77 are also reported.

Concepts

In Table 10.1the number of states which have utilized funding in planning
for regionalization is .reported. The totals shown do not include funds used for
the actual implementation of regionalization actions; those data are presented
later hi the chapter. The use of planning dollars authe state level for attention to
regionalism is viewed as a measure of its c nceptual impact on postsecondary edu-
cation within Bach state.

Of the 36 states and territories rep rting attention to the conceptiV
regionalism, 22 refort using funds for regional' ation planning. Further, these
states indicate a variety of sources for those plarifftng dollars, with half citing state
appropriations as a source of funding. The implication is that there is serious con-
ceptual attention to regionalism in these states.

,Ten of the 36 states report the use of federal funds originating from 1202
Commissions in regionaliiation planning. That nearly 25 percent of the states
report the use of federal dollars in state-level regional planning confirms earlier
indications in this report that state-level attention to the concept of regionalism is

'drawing increasing federal support., Data presented late( in this chapter show that
the incidence of funds originating from 1202 commiisions actually to implement
regionalization ac ions is rare. Current federal support for regionalism appears to
be for state-level p arming rather tha programmatic implementation.

4
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TABLE 10.1

FUNDING SOURCES FOR PLANNING, BY R,ION OF U.S.

FUNDING SOURCES

Regions of the Country Entire
Country
(N i. 36)

__
Mid-Atlantic

elli
Midwest New England South' "West

__

Federal .1 _,

,

1202 Commission 1 2 3 1 3 10

Vocational Education ' 0 0 0 2 0 2

CETA 0 0 1 2 * 0 3

Title III 0 0 0 1 0 1

Other 0 0 0 1 1 2

State i
Appropriations 0 , 4 2 1 4 - 11

Splc,ial 1 1 0 0 2 .

Otter 1 2 0 0 0 3

Pnir ate r .

'foundation 0
.

0 0 0 1 1

Business and Industry 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other 0 0 0 , 0 0 f 0

is

Institutional
Appropriations 1 3 1 1 1 7

Dues 0 0 . 0 0 0 0

Other . 0 0 0 0 1 , 1

' -40

`A total of 22 states report the use of some funds for the planning-of regiiinalism. These
states are distributed throughout the various regions of the country as follows: Mid..

Atlanfic-2, Midwest-7, New England-4, South-4; and West -5.

The single eqern state reporting the' use bf, private funds for regionaliza-
tion planning is a foreshadow of the operational funding patterns for the universe
of regionalizatiooNactions reported later in this chapter. Sourcei in -the private.

sector seem to prefer the more narrowly focused regiooa ization efforts to bread

stroke regionalism approaches.

These several patterns for using planning dollars to pport regionalism pre
repeatethin the various regions of the country, with only some minor variations.

In all, sufficient states in each region report-such expenditures to suggest that con--

tinued ttention be paid to the development of a regional approach in educational
planni
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Designs, Manifestations, Operations

The data in this section include all historical funding sources for regionali-
zation actions. Respondents from each action were asked to report all sources
Which have provided the action with fiscal support since i(s inception. Thus,'Phe
data reflect, to an extent, a longitudinal picture of the sources most likely to
tender fiscal support to regionalization actions.

In Table 10.2 the regionalization actions reporting funding are distributed
accordinglo the sources of that funding. Additionally, those actions reporting ex-
penditures in support of state-level supervision and/or coordination of regionalism
are separlied from those utilizing funds at the operating (regional) topel. Some
actions report utilizing funds at both levels, and they are so reported!'

The categorical sources of fiscal support are reported' the federal gov-
ernment; state government; private sources, which includes-both foundation and
business support; -and institutional funds, which are drawn from existing institu-
tional budgets. Since most actions have multiple funding sources, the figures
within the text of the table do" not add to those shown in either the "total" row
or column. These total figures report the actual number of actions which have or
have had fiscal support in the designated categories.

Sixty-ft:our Of the 94 regionalization actions (excluding the regional inter-
state educational compacts) report funds from one or some combinatiop of these
various sources. Thjs means, of course, that 30 actions have never received fund-
ing from any source). The most frequently cited source of fiscal support for
regionalization actions is state government. Forty-nine actions (76 percent of

TABLE 10:2

SOURCES OF 'FUNDING FOR REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS: TOTALS '

". ',

Sources

of .

Funding

Level of Support
, . ,.

C

n`

Total ,

N = 64

R%, Cy.

State Level
Supervisir/Controi

- n R% C%

Operating (Regional)
Level.,

o,

n [% CV

Federal

State
-,

Private

Institutional

10 42 42

'20 41 83

3 23 13

1 4 4

.'

19 79 35

41 83 75

13.100 24

27 96 49

24

49

13

28

100 38

100 76

100 20

100 44
.1...

Total :

.

24 38 100

_,

55 86 100 64 100 100

4
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those reporting funding) use state-generated funds.- The second most frequently
cited source offiscal support is the institutions themselves. Twenypeight actions
(44 percent) indicate such funding. Twenty-four actions (38 percent) report the
useof federal funds.

This general pattern of frequency of use of funding sources holds both for
-support at the operating level arid for support of state-level sup*ervising activities
(see column percentages). State govemMental funds are the most frequent source
of support in both cases. However, a large percentage of actions (49 percent)
report support at the operating level from the institutions involved. This is not
the case for state-level supervising activities.

The comparison of the total number of actions using funds at the operat-
ing level with those using funds to support state-level supervision of regionalism
reveals a clear pat(tem. The 55 regionalization actions (8 percent of thoie report-
ing funding) that report use bf funds at the operating le4e1 is more than twice the
number reporting the use of funds for state-level supervising/coordinating pal--
poses (24; 38 percent). Regardless of funding source, when regionalization actions
secure funding, that funding is likely to be applied at the operating level (see row
percentages for the state versus operating level breakdown of the various sources
of funding).

In Table 10.3 regionalization actions are rouped according to the source
of funding and their geographic service area(s). The table also indicates whether
funds are expended at the state level for supervision and coordination of the
regionalization actions or at the operating level for actual implementation activity.

The major categorical funding sources reported -in Table 10.2 are main-
tained in Table 10.3 but reported in greater detail. In all; 14 subcategories of
funding sources are considered. The 'federal, state, private, and institutional fund-
ing sources reported in the top half of the table indicate support of state-level
supervising/coordinating activities. The second listipg IA the bottom half of the
table reports operating level support. This same forMat isTepeated in all subse-
quent tables in this section.

low

When the intrastate versus interstate distinction is observed in expenditures
for state-level supervision of regionalism, several interesting findings emerge. First
interstate actions, in general, are morelikely to haye funded support for state-lever
supervising activities, and they rely most ten on s to appropriated funds (37
percent) to accomplish those purpose's. yond this eral conclusion, the data
show only one interstate' regionalization action using f eral funds for gate-level
coordinating purposes, and the specific source of those funds is unspecified. In
contrast, six of the intrastat: actions report use of 1202 funds. Nocafional educa-
tion and .GETA fund Use :re also cited. The percentage of actions in both groups
reporting private of in Utional fund use at ;he state Level is small.

;

At the',/op ating level, federal support is again relatively scarce, but par-
, ticularly so for e interstate actions. The percentage of, actions reporting usef

state approPr ed funds for operational purposes is 39 percent for the intrastate

172
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TABLE 10.3

SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS,'
BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA INCLUDED

'

.

FUNDING SOURCES

- GEOGRAPHIC AAiEA,
i

INTRASTATE
1 .t

A T E

Whole
State

-N -41n1LnILnILnSInSeSnIL
. c

-Polls)
, cr! State

N-26
Total

N=S7

Enure
States
N=13

.

;Other
111=14

Total
N=27

:POTA LS
N.=94

FOR SUPPQRT OF STATE LEVEL
SUPERVISION/COORDINATION

Federal
1202 Commission
Vocational Education
tETA .

Titian,
Other

Statb
Appropr iationi
Special
Other i

Private
Foundation
Business a n d Industry
Other

Institutional
Appropriations
D ues
Other

FOR SOPORT AT THE
OPERATING (REGIONAL') LEVEL

Federal ,

1 202 Commission
Vocational Education
CETA
Title I I I
Other

State
Appropriations
Special ,
Other i

Private -
Foundations
Business and Industry

AR
Other

Institutional -- "
Appropriations .

Dues ,

Other
_ -

5 12

2 5
2 5
0 0
3 7

7 17
0 0
2 . 5

1 2
0 0
1 2

1 2
0 0
1 2

..,--

1 2
4 10,
3 . 7)
1 .2
5 12

12 29
/ 2 5

10

4 10
1 2
0 0

5 12
4 10
5. 12

. .

1 4
1 4
0 0
0 0
0 0

2 8
0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0

0 ^ 0 ,
0 0

of) 0
,

1 .+ 4
1 4
3 12
1 4
3 12

14 54
0 '0
4 15

3 12
3 12
2 8

'

9 35
4 15
6 23

o

6 9
3 5
2 3
0 0
3 5

9'll 13
0 0
2 3

1 1

- 0 0
1 1

1 1

0 0
1 1

. -

2 , 3
5 7

.6 9
2 3
8 12

26 39
2 3
8 12

7 10
4 6
2 3

14 21
8 12

11 1

,

.

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 8

5 4
'0 0
0 0

2 15

1 8
1 8

0 0
0 0
1 8

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 , 0
4 31

5 1 38
0' 0
0 0

2 15

1 8
1 8

1

0 0
1 8

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

5 36
0 0
0 0

.

0 0
0 0
0 0

0 0
. 0 '0

0 0

0 0'
0 0
0 0
0 0
2 14 .

4 29
0 0
1 7

1 7

0 0
0 0

1 7

2 14
0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
1 4

10 - 37
0 0
0 0

2 7

1 4
1 4

0 0
0 0
1 4

0 0 `"
0 0
0 0
0, 0
6 p2

9 33
0 . 0

1 4

3 11

1 . 4
1 4'

3 11

2 7

1 4

.

8 6
3 3
2 2
0 0
4 4

r

19 20,
0 0
2 2

3 3
,1 1

2 2
.

1 (.1

0 0
2 2

/
.

2 2
5 5
6 6
2 2

14 15

35 37
2 2
9 10

10 11
5 5
3 3

17 18
10 11

12 13

)73194
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actions and 33 percent for the interstate ones. The intrastate actions are also
slightly more likely to receive other state funds. Furthermore, the percentages.of
intrastate actions using institutional funds are cdnsistently larger than those re-
ported by the interstate actions, which may indicate more.grassroots development

It is interesting .to note that the intrastate regionalization actions which
serve part(s) of a state often receive state dribropriated funds. In'fadt, over 50 per-
cent of these actions report such funding. No othtategory reports a higher per-
centage of actions using state appropriations for support at the operating level.
Also, 35 percent of the actions in the same group report-institutional funds used
at the operating level, and again, no other category of actions reports more success
in attracting institutional suppbrt for implementation activities.

1

Table 10.4 examines the funding sources of regionalization actions when
the typed of institutions participating in those actions are considered. The inci-
dence of federal fiscal support fOr state-level supervision oNegionalism is low
regardless of whether 'public or private institutions are included in the actions.
Still, 10 percent cif the comprehensive actions (public and priVate'institutions) do
report funding 'support originating from the 1202 Commissions. For both the
comprehensive and public-only actions, state appropriations are the most common
source of support for supervising activities occurring at the state leve. Private and
institutional funding for state-level coordlhation of regionalization actions, on the
other hand, are infrequent for all categories, and virtually nonexistent for those
actions involving only public institutions (1 of 44 actions).

State appropriated funds continue as the most frequent source of support
fQr operational activitievin all of the various categories of actions in the institu-
tional type analysis, Actions for the public sector, in particular, rely upon appro-
priations from the state for su'pportiat thoperating level. Forty-three percent of
these actions report pse of state appropriated funds for this purpose; only 33 per-
cent of the comprehensive 'actions do likewise.

Grouping by4institutiorial type ()owl influence the frequency of private
support for regionalization actions tt the operating levet. No regionalization
action that includes public institutions alone reports private support, while 21 per-
cent of the actions that include both public and private institutions report founda-
tion support, and 10 percenethe support of the business community. While the
percentage point differences an not so striking, institutional funds, tootare more
'often cited in support' of actions that include both public and private institutions
over those including only public institutions.

Finally, regionalization actions limited to four-year institutions most fre-
quently cite state appropriated' operating level support. This is true both within
the public-only category (64ipaccent) and within the comprehensive dategory,(54
percent). l .

In Table 10.5 the sources of fundirj for regionalization actions are re-
.

parted- when the action!' are grouped according to the academic program level
embraced by their activity. Federal support through vocational education funds is

174
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reported by 17 percent of the actions functioning at the associate degree and
certificate leVels for state-level. coordination and supervision of regionalism. This
is e largest percentage of actions' in any grouping Py prbgram level reporting.
state-level expenditure of federal funds. Funds originating at the state leiel and
utilized at the state level, on the other hand, are reported in four of the seven pro-
gram level groupings. The 35 percent of actions in the graduate program group is
the largest concentration of actions using state funds at the state level.

At the operating level, a variety of federal funds prtide fiscal support to
regionalization actions, but generally to a small perce age of the. actions in
any particular program level group. Fo e program level groups in whith federal
fiscal support is reported by 20 percentor more of the actions, the origin of that
support is mostoften unspecified beyond the distinction federal.

State appropriations are reported at the operating level across all academic
program levels. Of partsrilar note, though, is that over one -half of thregionaliz&
tion actions which limited to graduate academic programs report the use of
state appropriated funds for'implementation activities at the operating level. Since
the groupings by academic program level includes plans with no funding at all, the
percentages of actions funded by a single categorical source are significant. Re-
gionalization actions for graduate programs, in particular,vppear,to have located a

funding ally in state legislatures. Actions which include all program levels are less
likely to attract state appropriations.

In Table 10.6 the regionalization actions are grouped according to both
geographic service area and type of institution included in the action. 'funding for
support of state-level coordination and supervision of regionalism occurs only fo-r
the interstate and comprehensive-A regionalization actions with any regularity.
For the former, state-appropriated funds are most frequently used; for the latter,
federal 1202 monies.

At the operating level, four Of the five intrastate regionalization patterns
report at least some actions with federal fiscal support, but the percentages remain
very small. Some actions in each pattern report use of state appropriated funds at
the operational level. Eighty tpercent of the actions in the partial /public senior
patterri report state aopropriatiohe as a funding source, as do 50 percent of the
community college actions, The. tegionalliation actions which comprise the most
comprehensive pattemsion the other hand, less often use state appropriated funds
for implementa;tion activities. Both private and institutional funds are frequently
cited as sourcesof support for actions in the partial/all segments pattem.

Geography and program level combine in Table 10.7, to create four intra-
state and two interstate pattbrns of regionalization actions. Again, only the inter-
state patterns and the more comprehensive intrastate patterns report funding
sources for state-level coorditiation of regionalization factions. Thy interstate
actionsboth reciprocity agreements and contractsrely almost exclUsively
state appropriated. funds 4o, accomplish these purposes. The intrastate actions re-

`porting funding sources for state-level supervising..activitlesi,e., actions in the
comprehensive-B and associate patternslikewise make use of state appropriations,
but also utilize federal funds for support of these activities.
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r TABLE 10.5'
ti

SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS,
BY ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL INCLUDED

4

FUNDING 101.IRCES

.

. ACADEMIC
I .

. 94
5

AN Lev.
N = 38
n %

Graduate Only
N = 17

--1.41.... 14

Baccalaureate
and Above

N = 7
n %

Undergraduate
N . 7

n %

and
Certificate

N ,i, 18
n %

Noncredit _
N . 3

n. %

Unclassified
N = 4 -

n 14

TOTAL

N
n

FOR SUPPORT OF STATE LEVEL
SUPERVISION/COORDINATION

Federal
1202 Commis. on
Vocational Education
CETA .
Tide 111

Other
State P -

Appropriations
SPecH1
Other-__

Private
Foundation
Business and -Industry '
Other

Institutional
Appropriations 4

Dues .
Other

FOR SUPPORT AT THE
OPERATING (REGIONAL) LEVEL

Federal
1202 Commission
Vocational'Education
CETA
Title III
Other

State
Appropriations
Specs!
Other _

Privets
Foundation
Business and Indust yy .
Other

Institutional
Appropriations
Dues ,
Other -

4

0
0
0
3

7'
0
1

1

0
0

1

°01

2
1

1

0
5

12
. 1

3

4
1

1

7
5
4

1 1

0
0
0
8

18
0
3

3.
0
0

3

5
3
3
0

13

32
3
8

11

3
3

18
13
11

,

0
0
0
0
1

6
0
0

1

1

1

0
0
2

0
0
0
0
4

9
0
3

1

1

1

1

1

3

0
0
0
0
6

35
0
0

6
6
6

0
0

12

0
0
0-
0

24

g3
0.

18

6
6
6

6'
6,

18

-

0
0
0
0
0

1

0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

.

0
0
0
0
2

3
0
0

2
1

1

..- i
2
2
1

-0

0
0
0
0

14
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0

29

43
0
0

29
14
14

29
14

'

0 0-
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 , 0

.010 0
0 0
0 0

0 O
0 0
0 0

0 0
0 0
0 0

0 0
0 - 0
2 29
0 0
2 29

4 57
0 0
1 14

1 14
0 0,
0 0 '

2 29
1 14
0 0

1

3
2
0
0

3
0
1

1

0
1

0
0
0

0
3
2
1

1

5
1

1

1

1
0

4
0
Z

6
17
11

0
0

17
0
6

6
'0
6

0
0
0

0
17
11

6
6

28
6.
6

6
6
0-

22
0

11

,

t

.

-

_

0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0_

0
0
0

0 .
0
0

0
1

1

0
0

1

0
0

0
0
0

0
0 '
0.

0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0

0-
0
0

0
0
0

O.
33
33
0
0

33
0
0

V
0
0

0
0
0

1

0
0
0
0

2
0
0

0
0
0

Q
0
0

0
0
0

' 1
0

1

0
1

1

1

0

1

1

2

25
00-
0
0

50
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0 ,

0
0
0

25
.0

25
0

25

25
25.
60

25
25
50

6
3
2
0
4

19'
0
2

3
1

2

1

'0
2

2
,5
6
2.

14

35
2
9

10
5
3

17
10
12
.

. 6
3
2
0
4

20
0
2

3
1

2

1

0
2

2
5
6
2

15

37
2

10

11

5
3

18
11

13
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TABLE 10.6

SOURCES OF FUNDING, BY TYPE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTION

REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS: GEOGRAPHY AND INSTITUTIONS

FUNDING SOURCES

4

INTRASTATE

coml./one

N - 18
n %

Public
Cqmprehensrm

N
n %

a

Commustity
College

N
n %

Partial /A11
Segments
N -12
n %

Partial/Public
Sensor
N -5

n

FOR SUPPORT OF STATE LEVEL
SUPERVISION 'COORDINATION

Federal
mission

Alma al Education
CETA
Title In
Other

fkateAppropriations
Special
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TABLE 10.7

SOURCES OF -FUNDING; BATYPE OF REGIONALIZATION AC1I

4

.

. .
,

- FUNDING SOUnCEILIP

-,

. . REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS: GEOGRAPHY AND PROGRAM LEVEL
- -

'
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/
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At the operating level, federal fundiiig sources are again rare. The only
item of note is that vocational eqtication and CETA funds are reported in 15 per-
cent of regionalitation'actions in the associate pattern.

. 4 . .
Each.pf the itikpatternt formed by the geography and program level analy-

sis reports state appropriations as the most frequent sourcof operating funds, but
this trend is most pronounced for the intrastate patterns that are more narrow in
their geographic iervice area. In the partial/specific pattern, for example, 67 per- .

cent of the actidnt report such funding. The comprehensive-B and associate pat-
terns, which: share a whole state focui, have smaller percentages of actions with
operational level r nting from state appropriations. Funds secured from institu-
tional sources are also more often reported by actions with specific rather than
comprehensive geographic focui.-- Thirty-three percent of both the dakial/broad
and partial/spepific patterns of regionalization actions have *nstitutionally based
funds. ' .

Cluestiani of Special Interest
. ,

ilettiods of Fonding o . ,

In Table 10.8 the methods of funding regionalization actions are repo
klote-that aetioris often report multiple funding methods, and this is reflected in - ''
the figures displayed in the table.

,
The most frequently reported method is budget formulation and request

toe state agency. Thirty-six actions report use of that funding snethod. In Chap-
ter--k/ state agencies were often seen as the highest authorizing agents.for regionali-
zation actions, and that these agencies are often directly involved in funding
regionalization actions comes as no surprise.

t
Several implications may be drawn from therequent use of this budgetary

process for funding regionalization actions. Earlier chapters of this reppr) .indi-
cated that regionalism exists as an innovative or alternative approach in,po4tsec-
ondary education. That theme, however, must no* be tempered by the observa-
tion that the funding Methods most often used to finance regionalization actions,
are closely associated with the bureaucracy of government, and also with'the .

' security and range'of irripact which government provides.
03

Funding Sources and Highest Level Authorization
.

Table 10.9 shows the distribution of funding, sources related to .khe highest ,

level, authorization of the regionalization 'actions. Actions with legislativeliittio-
rization as well Is those with. edministrative authorization both frequently report,
the use of state:appropriated monies for the support of supervising activities oc-
curring at -the state tevel. Funding support for state-level supervision/coordination

'of institutionally authorized actions is virtually nonexistent-
i

i
rAt the operating level, several notable clusters occur. Actions with legiita- ;

tive and administrative authorization continue to draw support from state appro- t'
pciations (42 percent and 32 percent, respectiirety). But somewhat surprisingly, an

Y.," 7...0
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FUNDING METHODS USED TO FINANCE

REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

41-

TABLE 10.8

.

.

Funding Methods
a

: .

.
.

Number of
Regionalization Actions

N is 94

n %

. - ,

, 4 r
Budget formula/ion, request, and defense-

to a state agency 36 '38

I IBudget forr mulation, request, and defense
within regional structure 10 11 .

Formula grant from state 9 10 .
.

Formula grant from member institutions 5 5

Flat grant from private foundation .

."--
4

, ,
Other ' , 13 . 14

even higher percentage of those regionalization actions institutionally based receive
support frotn state appropriated monies for implementation activities occurring at
the operating level (55 percent). Furthermore, these actions are more often sup-
ported by private foundationr (36 percent} and institutional sources (45 percent),
and they also) fare better in attracting funds from federal sources. In short, the
authority base thought of as least pow,erful appears able to attract funds from a'
wider variety of sources than any other.

_

Appropriations for FY 1976-1977

So far in this chapter, only the sources of funding support for regionalism
and more specifically, the frequencies with which those sources have been made
available haVe been examined. Table 10.10 moves from that analysis and reports
the actual funding amounts utilized by regionalization 'actions in the 1976-1977
budget year, according tothe different sources providing that funding. The table
distinguishes between expenditures made ,jn support of state-level supervision of .

regionalism and funds used for implementation activities occurring at the operat-
ing level: Additionally, the table shows the number of actions reporting funding
from particular sourdes, the percent of the total funding provided_by,the individ-
ual sources, the mean funding amounts -per actions, and the range of the size of
the awards made..

4
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' N. TABLE 10.9

SOURCES OF FUNDING FOR REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY SOURCE OF AUTHORITY

,

FUNDING SOURCES

A

4%.

HIGHEST LEVEL OF AUTHORIZATIoN

T 0 T A L
N = 94

n %

.a alive
N = 31

n %

Administrative
N = 40

n % -

Institutional
N 11 '

n %.

Other
N -2 .

n ' %

Several
N=10

n

.

%
,

FOR SUPPORT OF STATE LEVEL
SUPERVISION/COORDINATION

Federal
1202 Commission 2 6 4 le 0 0 0 0 00 0 6 6
Vocational Education 1 3 2 5 0 0 0 0 0 0. 3 3 ,
CETA ., 1 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Tale III . ' 0 Q 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 3 10 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4

&ate
Appropriations 8 26 9 22 1 9 0 0 1 10 19 20
Sneclei 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0' 0 0 0 0
Other 1 3 1 2 0 0 .0 ° 0 0, 0 2 2

Private
Foundai .. 2 6 1 2 0 0 0. 0 0 0 3 3
BustnessIndustry 1 3 0 0 0 0° 0 0 0 0 1 1

Other

institutionil
2 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2

Appropriations 1 3. 0 0 0 0 0 0 a o 1 i -
' Dues

. Other ".
0
1

0
3

"\O
0 ) 0

0
0
0

0,
0 ,

0-
0

0
0

0
1

0
10

0
2

0
2

FOR SUPPORT AT'THE. ' . "
OPERATING (REGIONAL) LEVEL '

Federal . , . .

1202 Commission 1 3 'IL 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
Vocational Education 1 3 1P4 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 5
BETA 3 10 1 2 2 18 0 0 9 -0 6 6
Title IA - 2 8 ' 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 Q 2 2
Other ' 3 10 5 12 8 55 0 0 0 0 14 15

State
Appropriations 13 42 13 32 8 55 0 0 3 30 35 37
Special . 1 3 0 _ 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 2 2
Other 4 13 3 8 1 9 0 0. 1 10 9 10

Private
Foundation 3 10 3 . 8 4 38 0 0 0 0 10 11

'Business and Industry 4 13 0 0 1 9 0 0 0 0 5 5
Other . 2 8 0 0 1 9 0 0 0 0 . 3

Institphopal '
Appropriations 7 22 4 10 5 45 0 0 1 10 17 18
Dues 3 10 4 10 3 21 0 0 0 0 30 11
Other . 5 18 4 10 2 18 0 0 1 10. 12 13
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In alt, 42 regionalization actions- (again excluding the interstate compacts).
, reported $37,867,000 in 1976-1977 for'' mean budget of $899,214 per action.

Seventy-eight percent of the total funds came from 'state approptiations. Federal
sources provided only 11 percent of the total funding for regionaligition actions
in -FY 1976-1977; private and institutional funds, onlythree percent each. This
gerieral pattern holds both for support at the opegiting level and for support of
state-level.Aupervising activities. In
don actions to rely inbst heavily
Shown earlier in this chapter when
sideredis strongly confirmed by the actual
in the most recent fiscal year.

:

I'
istorical tendency of. regionalize-

Sated funds for, supportas
'1 use of fundilit sources Was con-

appropriations made for these actions

Looking at mean funding amounts by funding source, the most generous
sources within categories can be identified. State appropriations, at$757,077 per
action, were by far the highest mean amount provided for regidnaliFatiori.actiOns
by any one source. In the federal source category, vocational education support
provided $121,000 on the average to each action fbnded.- This was the highest
mean amount provided- by any one federal source of funds. ER.r. the private
sources, foundation .support, at $46,000 per action, was the hest amount.
These latter two sours!, however, accounted for only 3 percent of Wei 976-1977
funding for regionalization actions. I

. When gOnsidering the tottiVamounts expended in support of state-level
supervision and/or coordination of regionalism as against those funds-used at the
operating level, the data also support the observations made earlier in thiSchapter
that postsecondary regionalism is developing as. a decentralizing tendency, not as
In' attempt by state-level interests to centralize their authority over postsecondary
operations in the states. Of the.total funding available for support of regionaliza-*
tion actions in FY 1976-1977, $34,655,000 (91.5percent) was expended at the-
operating level for implementation activities; only $3,212,000 (8.5 percent) was
used to stiOpert state-level supervision of regionalism. This, pattern holds for all
funding sources. .

Table 10.11ilso displays funding amoupts for FY 1976-1977, but dis-
tinguishes between funds used for operations and" those used for capital improve-
ment Of the total funds available to support regionalizatioh actions, approxi-
mately $34.6 million (91.3 percent) was used for operating expenses, at both the
state and operating levels; $3.3 million (8.7 pircent) went for capital expenditures.,
Eighty percent of thb operations amount and 54 percent of the capital amount
originated as state appropriations. Of note-is that private sources contributed 22
percent of the 1976-1977 capital expenditures for regionalization action.

The relatively lo% figures for capital expenditures by regionalization
actions 'seem to cont an observation made several places in this report. That is,
-regionalization actions only infrequently attempt to establish a separate identity
of their own,_apart.ItOm the member institutions, with all that implies (a separate
physical plant, for example). Instead, actions are tending to rely upon existing in-
stitutions and other postsecondary structures already available within the region(s).
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Special Perspectives

The detain this chapter serve to confirm an observation made several times
in previous chapters concerning the current role of the federal government in post-
secondary regionalism efforts. ,In- Chapter VI, for example, it was reported that
although ,various federal forces are indeed having an impact on the conceptual
development of regionalism within state-level policymaking circles, the federal in-
fluence is not yet sigiificant at tf operational level. Similarly, tte current chap-
ter has shown that while federa funding.iources have provided some support
nationwide for attention to the ncept of regionalism within state-level planning
activities (see Table 10.1), th moni have so far generally not been made avail -

support the implemen ng ionalization actions themselves. This situa-
tion ma soon change, for in actions at least, if the new federal initiative,
foi interstate regionel planni ined in Section 1203(c) of the Higher Educe-

mendments of 1976 \sit_Questions of Special Interest in Chapter

To the state -level postsecondary educational audience, this chapter seems
to provide a rather di (Message. The data on fundir.can be seen ,as defining
tie role of state -le& i terests' in regionalization actions. Funding for state-level
supervisiOn and/or nation of regioniNzatiorr actions has been minimal, and
the sources for such nding few. The message would seem to be that direct in-

* volvement by state- el interests- in the operations, of regionalization actions is
neither necessary' r desired by the institutions involved. , Exceptions to this
general conclusion are interstate actions and, try a lesser extent, comprehensive'
intrastate actions r multiple institutional interests and program levels throughout
an entire 'state. / hese kinds of regionalization actions, by their nature, seem to
require stronger Involvement and leadership by state-level education agencies.

The interstate- actions have been particularly successful in attracting funds
for the'support of state-level supervising activities. Chapter XI will show that, to
date, interstate actions are the most successful in the positive economic outcomes
achieved. This is especially so for those interstate actions involving entire states.
Apparently, legislatures are beginning tcirecognizboth the achievements and the
future potential of these kinds of actions. State appropriated monies are being
made available and are being targeted to state-level education agencies for the
overall supervision and coordination of interstate regionalization actions.

- Institutional interests should find encouragement in several of- the findings
of this chapter. First, the faeg, that institutionally authorized regionalization
actions are able to attract funding is of note. Indeed, the data have shown that
these kinds of actions are the most successful in attracting funding from a wide
variety of sources (see Table 10.9).

Leadership at the institutional level, should also note the implications of
the data, for the role of state-level education interests in regionalization actions,,
The point has been made several times in this rep rt that institutional interests-
oftentimes perceive regionalism as a mechanism r increased control by state-
level interests, and subsequently as a challenge the autonomy that existing
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port at the
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emerging as
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and open

structures now enjoy. The available evidence suggests 'that so far
been the case.. lrideed, if the motivations and goals of regionalism can

where and how monies for its support are being exPended, then
to seems justified.

data have shovin that funds for implementation activities, oocurring at
(regional) level are mech'more abundant and the sources of funding

than has been the case for the support of the state-level super-
onalization actions. In FY1976-197741q made available for sup -

operating 'level were more than nine times t amount used for state-
ising activities. These data seem to support' the conclusion that

regionalismat .least as it js currently developing in the statesis
decentralizing tendency and not as an attempt by state-level intertsts
their authority and control over established postsecondary structures

Summary

ft

T ty-two states report funding support for attention to the concept of
regionalism 'within state-level planning processes. The major winces for these
planning d lars-Are two: state appropriations and federal 1202 monies. Eleven
states r use of the former; 10, the

the funding sources for the actual imPlernebtation of regionalization
Actions are examined, some rather finite patterns emerge. Sixty-four actions
(excluding '4 interstate compacts) ort funds from one or some combination
of Ames. iThe most frequently cited urce of fiscal support,is state government.
Forty-nine Actions (76 percent of those actions reporting funding) use state gener-

,- ated unds. *. The second most frequently cited, source of fiscal support is the in
stituti s themselves. Twenty-eight actions (44 percent) indicate such funding.
,Alse,"24 actions (38 percent) report the use of federal funds.

V

4

This"general pattern of/frequency of use of funding sources holds both for
support of. state -level supervision of the regionalization actions and for the sup-
port of implementation activities occurring at the operating (regional! level. State
government funds are th most frequent source of support in both cases. How-
ever, a large percentage of actions 149 percent) report support at the operating
level from the instituf ns involved. This is not the case for state-level supervising
activities.

The total umber of actions using funds at the operating leVel (55 actions;
86 percent of ose reporting funding) is more than twice the number reporting
the use of fo s for state-level supervising purposes (24; 38 percent). Regardless
of funding rce, when regionalization ;lotions secure funding, that funding is
'likely to be lied at the operational level.

/
t

186

0,3

I



To supplement these ,general conclusions, the variation of sources of
funding was examined in relation to several variables. The major findin6s.to
emerge from those analyses are noted below:

...

1. Geographic Area - Interstate actions are more likely to have funding
support for state-level supervising activities than are intrastate actions,
and they rely most often on state appropriated funds to accolish
those purposes; at the 'operating level,. intrastate actions more fre-
quently report use of state appropriated and institutional funds th
do Interstate actions; in particular, those intrastate actio ch
serve part(s) of a state seem mdst successful in ttracting state appro;,
priations, as well as institutional funding suppb .

Institutional TypeFunding support for state-level supervision of re-
. gionalization occurs more frequently when those actions include both

public and private institutions; federal 1202 monies are a frequen
source of support for supervising activities related to these more co
prehensive regionalization actions; state appropriated funds are the
most frequent source of support for operational activities of all of
various categories of actions per institutional type, but actions for
public sector, in particular, rely upon appropriations from the state
for support at the operating level; private and institutional funds are
more often cited in support of actions which include both public and
private institutions than they are for those which inclUdeonly public
institutions.

1

Ac,..
. / .

Academic Program LevelState appropriations are reported at the
operating levelicrOss all academic program levels; regionalization
actions for graduate programs, in particular, appeer,,tudiave located a
funding ally in state legislatures; actions whic4pinclude all program
levels are less likely to attract state appropriations.

4. Regionalization Patterns: Geography and Institutions Funding for
support of stake -level coordination end supervision of regionalism
occurs only for the interstate and comprehensive-A patterns with any
regularity; "for the former, state appropriated funds rare,.most fre-
quently used; for the latter, federal 1202 monies; at the operating
level, 80 percent of the actions in the partial/public senior pattern
report state apprgpriations as a funding source, as do 50_Percent of
the community College actions; those actions which comprise the
most comprehensive intrastate patterns, on the other hand, less often
us; state appropriited funds for implementation activities; both' pri-
vate and institutionaLfunds are frequently cited as sources of support
for actions in the partial/all segments pattern.

"5: Regionalization Pattemi: Geography and Program LevelAgain,
%, only the interstate patterns and the more comprehensive intr'a'state

patterns report funding sources for staite-level coordination of re-
gionalilation actions; the interstate actfonsboth reciprocity agree-
ments and` contrictsrely almost exclusively on state- appropriated

187

20 j

+

I

7,



v

funds; the intrastate actions likewise make use of state appropriations,
but also utilize federal funds for suppOrt of state-level supervising
activities; at the operating .level, each of the patterns reports.state
appropitions as the most frequent -source of support, but this is

- most pronounced for the intrastate patterns that are more narrow in
their geoiaraphic service area; funds secured from institutional sources
am alai `more often reported by .actions with specific rather than

, comprehensive geographic focus; 33,percent of, the actions in both
the partial/broad and partial/specific patterns have institudehally
based funds. '

In addition to examining the different sources of funding for regionalize-
tion actions, this chapter-reported on three special interest questions., Major find-
ings related to these issues- are noted here:

6., Methods of- Funding Funds which support regionalization actions
are budgeteg most often as programmatic elements of state agency
requests; in shoft, the fundi *methods used to finance regionaliza-
tion actions are cloiely i with the bureaucracy of govern-
ment, andit might be th the security and range of impact
which government provi

Authority A higher percentage of institutionally authorized actions
receive suppoll from state appropriated monies for implementation
activities at the opating level than do those actions with legislative
or administrative authorization; furthermore, these institutionally
baled actions are more successful in attracting priVate foundation,
institutional, and federal sources of support.

8. nations for FY 1976-1977Forty-two regionalization actions
excluding the interstate compacts) reported $37,867,000 in 1976 -

1'977 for a' mean budget of $899,214 per action; 78 percent of the
total funds.came from'state appropriations; federal sources accounted
for only 11 percent of the total, with private and institutional sources
providing 3 percent each; this general pattern holds for both support
at the operating level and for support of state-level supervising activi-
ties; of the total- funding available for support of regionalization
actions in FY 1976 -1977; $34.7 million (91.5 percent) was expended
at die operating level, while only $3.2 million (8.5 percent) went for
state-level supervision of regionalism; expenditures within regionaliza-
tion soden:got capital improvement were also minimal.

In turn, the data in this chapter support the conclusion that regionalism is
being treated with concern and serious intent by postsecondary educational inter-
eats throughout the country. A number of funding spumes have been and still are
active in providing fiscal support to regionalization actions. Furthermore, the ap-
proximiteli milnon expended nationwide in FY 1976-1977 is certainly not
an itisiginfficant commitment.
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As for the kinds of regionalism developments that seem most likely to.
attract funding,--tbefindings of this chapter can be rather concisely summarized as
follows:

#1 Funding for state level supervision and/or coordination of regionali-
zation actions occurs relatively infrequently. Such funding occurs
with some regularity only for interstate actions and the more com-
prehensive intrastate ones. The interstate actions rely most heavily
on state appropriated funds for these purposes. The comprehensive
intrastate actions similarly make use of state appropriations, but at
Lille, federal monies to support state-level supervising activities.

*2 Funds for implementation activities occurring at the operating levet
are much more abundant, and the sources of such funding move -
numerous. Intrastate actions that are less than comprehensive in-
their approach appear most successful in attracting support. State;
government funding sources have offered some support to compre.
hensive regionalization actions, but they seem even more inclined to
support actions which are more narrow in scope. Institutional and
private ipurces,, too, are much more likely to. support these kinds of
regionalization actions.
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CHAPTER Xi

OUTCOMES: IMPACT ON POLICY /
What have been the major outcomes of postseconda ry= regbRalization

efforts throughout the country? Simply put, what has regionalism accomplished
to date? These and related questions provide the major focus for discussion in this
chapter.

,
. : , . ,.-

. .

. 1 The outcomes question is examined from two rather distihct perspectives:
iFivt, consideration:is given to what impacts attention to the concept of region
Ohm isjoving on the' formulation of .brdad public policy for postsecondary edu-'.

Icetion. Second, the specific achievements and, failures of they 98 regionalization,
actions are examined. From this dual'approach, some preliminary findings are pre- ''°
seined on the imp-actepostsecondaryregionalism is having in the states, both at the
policy-makinglerel and the implementinb oper'ational level. .,

Concepts t,

Regionalism can be examined for its impact on several different aspects of
statatlevel policy formulation. For the current study, insights on three specific
questions were saght:

What impact is regionalism having on state-level, long-range planning
for postsecondary education?

2. Is there an impact on state:level decision makihi relative to statewide
postsecondary programniatic consideradbrist

3. What is the impact of regidnalism on the state-level resource alloca-
tion process for postsecondary education?

Tables 11.1 through 11.4 present national dati on these issues, For each state,.
the data first indicate whether or not regionalism is having an impact in the areas
listed. Second, where there is an impact, the data provide details on its specific
natures Before examining those data in detail, however, a preliminary comment is
in order.

ThroUghout this report, data on the concept of regionalism have come
from two separate sourcesmembers of the State Higher Education Eiecutive
Officers' Association ( SHEEO) and the chief executives of the 1202 State Post-
secondary Education Planning Commissions. Thus, in states where. the SHEEO
office and The 1202 Commission are separate agencies, multiple sets of data were
collected and r ,... This procedtfre was miiintained for tie data-collecting
efforts" oh the outcome issue, and multiple responses were accordingly obtained
for, some states. Ion closer examination of these data, however, the :authors
founcisomewhat surprisinglythat the responses of the SHEEO and 1202 execu-
tives were identical on the general queition of whether regionalism is having an,
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101

o impact on state-level policy formulation. This was the case for each of the three
different aspects of policy formulation examined. In not one instance were con;
flirting opinions expressed by the different parties. Furthermore, there was agree-

. ment on the 'scope and degree to which the impact of regionalism has extended in
these areas. For this ,reason, the decision was made to "collapse" the dual re-
sponses of SHEEO and the 1202; Commissions on the outcome issue into one re-
sponse get state.. It needs to be emphasized, then, that.the entries in Tables 11.1
through 11.4 are the number of states in the respective categories, not the number

4. of respondents. This differs from the manner in which data on the concept of
regionalism were previously reported in this study. But the approach seems best
for this chapter.

Table 11.1 reports the number of states in-wh attention to the concept
of regionalism is having arY impact on the postsecorxi ucation planning proc-
ess. 'The table further provides descriptive information o the nature and scope of
that impact when it occurs. Note that data are provided only for those 36 stetes
aqd territories reported in Chapter III (see Table 3.1) as giving serious attention
to'the concept of regionalism. (This is also truefor all other tablerin this section.)
It is asstImed that regionalism is not having any impact on policy formulation in
the remaining 18 states and territories, since no consideration of regionalism was
reported there.

Thirty -one states report thai regionalitm is having an impact on state-level,
long-range. Planningefforts, at lest to the extent that regional frameworks are
discussedin the various planning-processes. In additionsuch frameworks are
actually included in the mastef plans for postseCondary education in 15 states,
Also, 17 states report that these regicitik frameworks are incorporated into other
bifida' 'state planning documents.

In sum, the data show that in those states giving active attention to re-
gionalism, the notion seems to have a positivimpact on postsecondary planning
processes. This pettem holds for all regions of the country. it can be noted,
though, that the, impitt on planning seems less developed in,the West. There,
regionalism is monapt to be discussed in planning processes without being for-
mally included in the documents produjed by those planning efforts.

Table 11.2 shows the related isfue of statewide programMatic considera-
tions. Thirty-two states report regiona* as having some impact on state-Jevel
decision-making relative to postseconda&Iogram development. The following
findings can be noted: 31 states report that regional needs and resources are con-
sidered in the decisions to apprgive or disapprOve netvoograms; 29 states indicate
attention to regionalism in the review only of existing programs; 24 states show an
interest in regionalism when making decisions to continue or tePminate existing
programs; finall1, 21 states report that regional needs and resources are considered
in the decisions to charter new instit.utions.

Again, the data show regionalism as a rather impressive force within public
policy formulation for postiecondary, educationthis time with regard to pro-f grammatic considerations. That conclusion holds for the country as a whole and
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TABLE 11.1

IMPACT OF REGIONAUSM ON STATE-LEVEL, LONG-RANGE PLANNING,
SY REGION AND STATEN'

STATES SY REGION

ANY IMPACT? TYPE IMPACT

Yes No Don't Know

-Regional Frameworks
Dimmed in .

Plwming Process

Regiohal Frameworks Included
in Official State Planning

.. Document!

Regional Frameworks
Included in Master

Plan

MID-ATLANTIC
.. New Jersey

. New York.
Pennsylvania

3
X
X
X

0 0 3
X
X
X

'

3
X

i X
\ X

3
X ..

X
- X

MIDWEST
Illinois ,

' Iowa
Kansas
Michigan
Minnesota
Nebraska
North Dakota'
Ohio
Oklahoma
South Dakota
Wisconsin

9
X

X
X.
X

X
X1-
X
ra

2

X

X

.-

t.

0

.

9
X

X
X

X

X

X

. x
X

.

6

.
x
X

X
X

, x
X

4
X

X

X

X

NEW ENGLAND
Connecticut

1 0 0' 1 -
X

1

X
0

SOUTH
Alabama
Florida
Kentucky.
Louisiana
Maryland
Mississippi

. South Carolina
Tennessie
Texas
Virginia
West Virginia

9
X
X
Xi'
X
X
X
X

.
X
X-

1

,

X

'1
f

X

9
X
X
X
X
X
x ,
X

X

\\....

4

.

5 s.

a
X
X
X

X
. X

7"-'

v

--------2

X
X

WEST
Alaska
Californ ia
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
°Moll
Utah
Washington
Wyoming

8
X:
X

7 X_
X
X
X '
X
X

1

X

.

0

.

'

8
X
X

* X I
B X

X
X
X
X

.

2

X
X

3

X

X
X

NON-STATE
Puerto Rico

1

X
0 0 1

X
1

X
0

eNTIRE COUNTRY, ..=. 31
../'

4 1 31 17 ' 15
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TABLE 11.2

IMPACT OF REGIONALISM ON STATEWIDE PROGRAMMATIC CONSIDERATIONS,
BY REGION AND STATE

N.

.

STATES BY REGION
'

ANY IMPACT?
1

.

TYPE IMPACT

Yes No Don't Know
Approval of

New ihograms
Review of

Existing Progiams

Decisions to Continue
or Terminate

Existing Programs
Chartering of

New Institutions
.

MID-ATLANTIC '
New Arsey
New York
Pennsylvania

3
X,
X
X

0
.

0
.

t 3
X
X
X

.

.
3
X
X
X

.
. .

\
3
X
X
X

. 3
X
X
X

MIDWEST
Illinois
Iowa i
Kansas
Michigan
Minnesota
Nebraska
M

Worth Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
South Dakota
Wisconsin

8
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

3

X

'"

X

X

_

4

0

'
.

i

7

5(

X
X

-
,. ,. k

X
..,.

7X4
X

,,.. 8
' X

c

X
`X
X

x
X

X

)(

8
X

X
X
X

x
X,

X
X .

4

X

X
X

X

,
1

'1

,

NEW ENGLAND
Connecticut

'

T

X
0 O 1 0 0

SOUTH *

Alabama
Florida
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Mississippi
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
West Virginia

11 ,

X'
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

0

Y

0 X11
- X

X
X

- X
X
X
X
X..
X
X
X

/
10

X
1,, X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

k

.

.2------

8

X
X
X

--)(---
X

X
X
X

9
X
X
X'
X

X
X
X
X
X

.0,
<7

WEST
Alaska
California X
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Oregon
Utah

Washington
Wyoming

8
X
X
X
X
X.
X
X
X

11

X

0 8
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

'

.

7
X

. X
s

X
X
X
X
X

5

X

, X
X

-5(

X

. 5,
, X

X

NON-STATE
Puerto Rico

1

1

X
0 0 1

X
1

. X
0 0 .

ENTIRE COUNTRY 32 4 0 31 ' 29 24 21
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for the varioui multistate regions. The impact bf regionalism on programs seems
particularly strong in the South.

Finally, Tablet 11.3 and 11.4 presein information op the development of
lostsecondary fiscal policy in the states and on what impact regionalism is having

on the resource allocation processes. Here, the impact levels drop, off consider-
ibly. Only 17 states report regionalism at haying any suck impaat. This generally.
low level of impact, at least as compared to the impact of regiondlism on planning
and program matters reported above, is, found throughout the various regions of
the country. Again, the figures for the South are slightly higher than those for
other regions. ,

reports an the attention given to regional perspectives in the
various budgetary processes that occur in any state. Five.such budgets are con-
iideied: (1) The legislative budget, (2).the executive budget, (3) state agency bud-
get requests, (4) institutional budget requests, and (5) reqUests for federal funds.
Additionally, the budgetary cycles for each of these is examined at three different
stages for attention to regionalism:

1. Regional frameworks recognized in scussiotts,during formulation of
budget?

(
2. Regional frameworks retained in recom enions advanced to final

decision.point in development of the budget?

( 3. Regional frameworks retained in the budget itself?

The data show that the impact of regionalism is Yairly consistent for the various
budgets, but low for all of them. Alsothe impact of regionalism seems to lessen
in the more advanced stages of the different budgetary cycles.

, .

Table 11.4 shows the impact of regionalism on the actual all ickli cif \
resources in' various areas. Fifteen, states report an impact on approp ationS for
operating expenses..Impacts in other areas are reported less frequently.

. Clesigns, Manifestations, Operatkris
. .

Tables 11.°5 through 11.9 present data onthe specific outcomes of the 95
regionalization actions identified in this study. InforMation Was bought on both
the positive and negative outcomes of these actions. The tatter are discussed as a
question of special interest later in this chapter. The present section deals exclu-
slvaely reported accomplishments of the regio nalization actions.

The discussion in Chapter IV indicated that economy of operations and
concern with increasing access to'postsecondarii educational opportunity are the
major goals for postsecondary' regionalism developments throughout the country.
The date ion outcomes tell a somewhat diffirent story.* The universe totals for
-outcomes, included on all of the tables in this section, show improvements in
access as a major area of accomplishment (50 percent of all actions cite positive)
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0
TABLE 11.3

IMPACT OF REGIONAUSM ON STATE-LEVEL RBSOURCE"ALLOCATION PROCESS, -

BY REGION At40 STATE

' STATES

0 NYON

My Moppet?

TYPE OF IMKACT .
LepNlatlti 1. Exeuedve 'Stilt Agency

Sadist Requests
I donal Requests for

Federal Funds

- z , . 4

1

1 I 1

o cc 5

I1 I
I
cc 5

. . 1

il I
0 cc 5

MIDATLANTIC
New Jersey
New-York
Pennsylvania

0 2

X .
X

1

X
00000.0'000

.

0000
.'

.,

MIDWEST
Illinois
Iowa
tCansas

'Michigan
Minnesota -,

Nebnpka .,
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
South Dakota

, Wisconsin ,

5
X

X

X
.

X
X

6

X

X '

X
x
X
X

0

.X

3
X

X

3 -3
X,

X X

X X

3 3 3
X X X

X X X

X X X

4.,

4 3 3
X X X

X X X

i

X . X X
x .

4 4 31J1
X X X

X X

X X X

.

X X X

X X X,

NEW ENGLAND
Connecticut

0 0 1

x
0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0., 0 0

=
0 0 0

'SOUTH '
Alabama
Florida
Kentucky .

Louisiana
. Maryland

Mississippi
South Carolina .
Tennessee
Texas

, Virginia
West Virginia

7
X

X
X

X.

X

X
X

3

X

X

1..X
-..

X

6

X
X

X

X

X

5 4
XIX
X.X

X

X X

X X

6 4X'X X
X X X
X

X X

iXtX.X
X X X

5 4 4
X X X
X X X
X

X X X

X X

6 4
X X X
X,
X

X X X

X X X
X X X

1 1 1

_

X X X

'

WEST
Alaska
California
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Oregon
IA*
Washington

. Wyoming

4
X.

X
X

X

5

X

.

X
X
X
X

04433

-

Xxxxxxx
X

X

X X

X

.4( X

3 3
X X X

-
X X X

..

3 2 2
X X X

X

" X, X X -----X\

.

4 4 4
X.X X'

X X X
X X X

X X

i
_./

,

1 1 1

X X X

NON -STATE
Puerto Rico

1

X
0 0 0 0 0 0 fo0 0 0 0,10.800-0

X .

ENTIRE COUNTRY 17 16 3 13 12 10 12 11 10 12 9 9 15 12 11 3 3 3

-J
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TABLE 11.4 .

IMPACT OF REOIONAUSIA ON RESOURCE ALLOCATION, BY REGION AND_ STATE

.

11i A T E S

ANY IMPACT? TYPE OF'. IMPACT

For

Yes No
Don't
KneW

-
1

()Pirating
Expires

Capital
Outlay

.
Postsecondary

Education
Staff

Research
and

Public
Services

Instft4tional
Quest

Federal
Funds

Private
Funds

MIDATLANTIC
NOWJassy

* New York
Pennsylyinia

0
r

3
X
X
X

0 0 0 0 0
,

0
,

0

MIDWEST
Illinois
Iowa
Kansas

' Michigan
Minnesota '
Nebraska
North Dakota 7

_ Ohio
Oklahoma ,

South' Dakota
Wisconsin

5
1 X

*
X

X
X

6

X

X

X
X
X
X

0 4
. X

X

.1(

X

2

X

X

{

4

3
X

X

X

.

2

,

.

.
X
X

, 2

X

X

2
X

X

NEW ENGLAND
Connecticut,

0 1

. X
0 0 0

..

0
,

0 0

_ , ,
SOUTH

Alabama .

Florida
Kentucky
Louisiana

, Maryland
Mississippi
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia

,,,West Virginia

8
X
X

-, X

1

X

X

X

3

X
X

'
X

/
2

X

X

8
X
X
X

X

X

X

.

4
X

X

X
,

X

3
X

X

X

,

r

.

3

X
X

--
X

0 0

,_

WEST
Alaska
California
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Oregon
Utah
Washington.
Wyoming

5
X
X
X
X
X

4

X
X .
X
X

0 f' 4
X

X
X
X

2
X

X

2

/7
X

.

3

X
X
X

2

X

X

2

x

X

NONSTATE
. Puerto Rioo

1

' X
0 0 1

X
0 1

X
0 1

X
0

ENTIRE COUNTRY 17 17 2 15 8 9 8 5 , 4

shot budgeted for on a regular basis.

ys
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strides in this area). However, strictly cost - effectiveness outcomes (35 percent)
rank a poor tth- on the 10 outcome areas examined. Instead, the outcome of in-
creased interinstitutional communications (50,1percent) shares top honors with
access as the major areas where regionalization actions are experiencing sortie
degree of success.

A few clarifying eomineoti can be offered concerning the universe totals
for regionalization action outcomes. First, the numbers on outcomes are generally
much lower than those that were reported for goals in Chapter IV. The latter
were often:in the 70-80 percent range. In contrast, no one outcome area is cited
by more than 50 percent of the regionalization actions.. Of course, given the fact
that regionalization is a relatively new development In most states, the figures re-
ported onjoutcomes are still very encouraging. In fact, the difference between the
figures reported for goals and those reported for outcomes is in part accounted for
b the fact that many of the regionalization actions identified in this study. have
not been implemented.

On the other hand,.a certain caution must be sounded for even the figures
that are reported on outcomes. The delta (on outcomes) were provided by officials
identified at the operating regional level and thus properly reflect the opirnonof

.= that group. But because these individuals often have a close professional associa-
tion with the regionalization actions under study, it is likePethat the reported
figures on outcomes are somewhat inflated. _Thus, the data in this section should
not be interpreted as resting upon a formal evaluation of regionalization actions in
the states, for no such evaluative prods has yet occurred. Nevertheless, the data
should provide some real insights into the areas in whichithoutcomes of region-
alism are, beginning to show and where the potential fat. 'future accomplishments
lie.

Beyond the general conclusions concerning the total outcomes for region-
alization actions, nationwide, it is of interest to know what outcomes -can be ex-
pected from different types of regionalism. Tables 11.5 throu0h 11:0 attempt to'
provide some answers to this qyestion by presenting various analyses of outcomes
according to several selected variables rather than by aggregate da9. The cate-
gories for analysis are again those established in earlier chapters.

Before examining those data, holvever, a very important preliminary com-
ment needs emphasis. The tables in thibiection provide a straightforward account
of what the various types of regionaliave so far accomplished in the several
outcome areas. These data should not be interpreted as a statement on.the rela-
tive "success" or "failure's-of the different approaches to regionalism! The out-
comes of regionalize', actions are a function of several other variables in addi-
tion to those used to define the.different categories of regionalism in Tables 11.5
through 11.9. 'For example; accomplishments of regionalization certainty depend
on funding and on the general operational maturity of the actions in question,
regardless of the type. of regionalism being puriued. An action just recently im-
plemented With minima funding support is unlikely to report significant out-
comes., Also, the issue of outcomes is related to goals. A regionalization action
can hardly. be faulted for not achieving a certain outcome, if indeed the outcome
in question is not a stated goal of the action.
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To repeat, tlen,--this section offers a simple and factual report of the
outcomes achieved to date by the universe of regionalizationactions,throughout
the countr', as distributed by the° three principal elements discussed in Chapter III
and distributed on the various regionalization patterns developed in that same
chapter. Silrice goals, funding, and operational maturity are not included in these
analyses (d* will be treated as questions of special interest later in the chapter),
the data are in no way a measure of the effectiveness of the different types' of
regionalism and should not be interpreted as such. This point should remain fore-
most in any examination of the data in :Tables 11.5 through 11.9.

Table 11.5 displays the outcomes of regionalization actions according to
the geographic.arie included. Both intro and interstate actions report positive out-
comes on the access issue, with about half of the actions in each category report-
ing positive strides in this area. Beyond that similarity, however, a higher 'percent-

-age of interstate actions report positive outcomes with regard to economic matters.
.Improvements in &ere resource utilization, for example, are cited by 56 percent
of the interstate actions. Apparently, these actions rely_ heavily on reciprocal
student exchange agreements (cited by 48 percent of interstate actions) to effect
these economies. Intrastate actions report notable successes in imprOving com-
munication within the postsecondary education community, both among institu-
tions (cited- by 52 pert of intrastate actions) and between institutions and
state-level education agencies (42 percent).

The positive economic outcornIkvithin the interstate category seem to
come predominantly from actions involving entire states. For example, 5Q-percent
of these actions report improvements in the cost-effectiveness ,of postsecondary
operations. In fact, a higher percentage of the interstate /entire state actions re-
port accomplishments in most of the outcome areas. The exception to thisgen-
eralization is the area of communications. Here, interstate actions for specified
portions of states report more outcomes.

Within the intrastate category, the level of reported outcomes are generally
quite similar for the part-state actions and those involving a whole state. It can be
noted, however., that the reported hi9pevel of communications outcomes for
intrastate regionalization actions is mini pronounced for those actions involving a

specific geographic area of a state. This increased communication among institu-
forts is apparently beginning to reap significant dividends. For the data show
joint programs (42 percent), student exchanges (42 percent), staff exchanges (35
percent), and the coordination of institutional calendars (31 percent) all occurring

_r9uch more frequently in intrastate regionalization actions that are less than com-
prehensive in their geographic coverage of the state.

4n Table 1-1.6, attention shifti to the instiWtions included in the various
' regionalization actions and the outcomes reported by actions for different types

of institutions. Actions that include both public and private institutions generally
seemito report more positive outcomes, in m areas, than those for only public
institutions. .FoAhe public-only actions, i eased access to postsecondary op-
portdnity is the most frequently cited positiv outcome (reported by 5t) percent
of the actions). The pattern of a reported/lowlevel of cost-effectiveness outcomes
and a'high level of communications outcomes holds for both categories.
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TABLE 11.5

OUTCOMESOF REGIONALIZATION ATIONS, BY GEOGRAPHIC AREA INCLUDED

OUTCOMES
-

. '
. ,

. ..,

GEOGRAPHIC AREA

Interstate
Compacts

N :4

n %

TOTAL

N 98

n %

INTRASTATE INTERSTATE
f

Whole
State

1,141 -n%n%n%n%n%n
Part(*

of State
N-26

TOTAL
N.467-

i
Entire
States
N -14

Other
N -13

TOTAL
I'd

GENERAL OUTCOMES

Resource Utilization

Cost Effectiveness ,

17

14

41

34

13

7

50

27

30

2)

45

31

8

7

57

50

7

5

54

38

it
12

5B,
1

44i

3

1

75

25

48

34

49

35
Coordinate Program Development . 19 46 12 46. 31 46 8 57 4 31 12 441 .2 do 45 46
Student Amen 19 46 13 50 32 48 8 57 6 46 14 52 ' 3 75. 49 50
InterinstitutionalCommunications 19 46 18 62' 35 52 5 36_, 6_ 46 11 41" 3 75 49 50
Communications Uatween State & Institutions 17 41 11 42 28 42. 3 21 6 46 9 33, ' 2 50 39 40
Long Range Planning .

t
19 46 10 38 29 43 6 43 5 38 11 41 2 50 42 43

New Coalitions 11 27 8 31 19 28 3 21 1 8 4 15 2 50 25 26
Diversity 11 27 6 23 17 25 2 )41 '2 15 4 15 1 25 22 22
A u t o n o m y

, 1
2 5 1 11 3 5 0 0 0_ 0 0 0 ' 0 0 3 3

CifitUTCOMES .

Joint °grams 14 34 11 42 25 37 6 43 3 23 9 3..1" 2 50 36 37
Student EXtharigi 11 27 . 11 43 22 433 7 50 6 46 13 48 3 75 38 39
Staff Exchange 8 15' 9 36 15 22 2 14 3 23 5 19 0 0 20 20
Calendar Coordination 4 10 8 31 12 18 3 21 2 15 5 19 0 0 17 17

coordinate Continuing Education 17 41 6 23 23 34 3 21 1 8 1 15 2 50 29 30
Coordinate VocationalTechnical Education 10 24 -3 12' 13 19 2 14 0 0 2 17 1 25 16, 16
Coordinate Cormvunity College Education 13 32 4 15 17 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 25 18 18
Coordinate instructional Resources 15 37 11 42 26 39 4 29 3 24 7 26 1-2 50 35 36

1

Coordinate Data Proc.:* 5 12 15 9 13 2 14 2 15 , 4 15 2 kr), 15 15
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TABLE 11.6

OUTCOMES OF REGIONAUZATION ACTIONS, BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION INCLUDED

.

OUTTOMES:,

INSTITUTIONAL. TYPE

TOTAL

N = 98'

Public and Priests Public Only
Private
Only

.

..

Undessi-
Red

N = 14-Year
N=14ni%n%n%ni%n%n%n%rf%n%n%n%

2 Year
III-2

2 &
4-Year
N=38

TOTAL
N=52

4-Year
N=14

2-Year
N=10

2- &
4-Year
N=20

TOTAL
N=44 "--N=

4-Year
1 ,

GENERAL OUTCOMES
, ..

n
Resource,Utilliaticlp 10 71 2 100 19 53 31 60 6 43 2 20 8 40 ' 16 36 1 100 0, 0 48 49
Cost Effectiveness , 8 57 2 100 8 22 18 35 7 50 2 20 6 30 15 34 1 100 0 0 34 35
CoordinatePrograin Development

1 ' 10 71 2 100 14 39 26 50 8 57 4 40 6 !Xi 18 41 1 100 0 0 45 46
Student Access . ,

ri .
8 57 2 100 16 44 26 50 9 64 5 50 8 40 22 50 1 100 0 0 49 50

Interinstitutional Communications 9 84 1 50 19 53 29 56 8 57., a 30 9 .45 20 45 0 0 0 0 49 50
Communications Between- 5tate & Institutions 6 4 2 100 16 .44 24 46 6 43 2., 20 7 35 15 34 0 0 0 0 39 40
Long Range Planning ,. 7 2 100 14 39 23 44 9 64 3 30 6 30 18 41 1 100 0 0 42 43
New Coalitions ..,

. Dpiersiti '

4

1

29

7

1

1

50

50

12

10

33

28

'17
12

33

23

4

3

29

21

2

3

20

30

2 10

4 20

8

10

18

23

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

'0
25

22

26

22
Autonomy 0 0 0 0" 2 6 2 4 0 0 1 10 0 0 1 2 0 0 0' 0 3 3

SPEC! F IC OUTCOMES ._

. ;Joint Programs 9 64 1 50 13 36 23 44 6 43 3 30 4 20 13 30 0 0 0 0 36 37

Student Exchange i. ' 7 50 1 50 14 39 22 42 6 43 4 40 5 25 15 34 ' 1 100 0 0 38 39

Staff Exchange 4 29 0 0 9 25 13 25 5 36 1 10 1 5 7' 16 0 0 0 '0 20 20

Calendar Coordination 4 29 0 0 6 17 10 19 4 29 1 10 2 10 7 18 0 0 0 0 17 17

Coordinate Continuing Education 5 36 t 50 13 36 19 37 3 21 3 30 4 . 20 10 23 0 0 0 0 29 30

Coordinate ViicatiOnal-Tedmical Education 1 7 2. 100 4 11 ,.. 7 13 0 0 5 50 4. 20 9 20 0 0 0 0 18 16

, Coordinate Community College Education 1 7 1 50 8 22 10 19 1 7 4- 40 3%,5 8 18 0 0 0 0 18 18

Coordinate Instructional Resources ' 7 50 1 50 15 42 23 44 5 36 3 30 4 26 12 27 0 Oa 0 0 35 36
Coordinate Data Processing 3 -21 1 50 £1 22 12 23 1 7 1 10 1 . 5 3 7 6 0 7 0 0 15 15
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i
The high level of outcome reported by the public/private regionalizatiob

actions comes largely. those actions involving only four-year institutions.
Similarly, within the pu lic-only category, the p!Ittern,efor most outcome areas, is
that the actions for four-year institutions report the highest level of out-
comes, followed by those for both four-year and two-year institutions, with re-
-gionalizsMon actions involving only two-year reporting the 'fewest positive out-
clans:. Only in the area of increased 'access are the outcome levels for public
two-year regionalization actions up to the national artage.

Table 11.7 tresentidata on outcomes according.to the academic program
level involved. The data show that regionalization actions'that are comprehensive
in their pQiiin coverage are consistently low on reported outcomes for all out-
come areas. This is also the case for tonalization actions, involving only associ-
ate level programs. Conversely, the cat above" is high on
all Outcome areas. Finally, regionalization actions for graduate programs report a
high level of economic outcomes. Fifty-nine percent of these acjions, for example,
cite increased cost-effectiveness as an outcome of regionalization. This compare
with the 35 percent of the universe of regionalization actions that cite this out-
come.

In Table 11.8, outcomes are reported for theleven regionalization patterns
developed by geographic area and tyke of institution.'. The most frequently cited
outcomes for seveial of these different types of regionalism can be noted.

1f'
The comprehensive-A intrastate regionalization pattern reports a lovyer

level of outcomes (than the national average) for almost every outcome area. The
exception is for long-range planning, where 50 percent of the actions in this pat-
tern cite 'accomplishments. The partial/all segments pattern does not shae.this
high level of outcomes in the area of long-range planning. But actions within this
'pattern do report a higher level of communications outcomes (58 percent). _Com-
munity college actions report few outcomes generally. Increased access is the only

"--outcome area up to the national average. Some 'accomplishments are noted in the
specific areas of continuing education and vocational education.

Finally, Table 11.9 displays outcomes for six regionalization patterns de-
veloped by geographic arerand academic program level. Again, differences in the
reported outcomes of the variolirpatterns can beiloted.

The associate pattern generally reports a low level of outcomes in all of the
-areas listed. Increased access is the eiwitive outcome most frequently cited by
regionalization actions within this pattern. The partial/broadoattern also reports
few outcomes generally. This is in marked contrast to those regionalization actions
for, a specific program level within a sub-state area. There, a higher than average
number of outcomes is reported in all areas, with increased interinstitutional com-
munication being the, t!requently cited outcome (83 percent).
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TABLE 11.7

OUTCOMES OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS. BY ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL INCLUDED

,0 OME S

GENERAL OUTCOMES

Broome Utilisation
toss Effmiveness

Coordinate Program Oran:operant

Sodent Access

Merinstifistional Conanunications

Communismans Barmen State & Institufions
Long Range Manna*

Nra Coalitions

Diversity
ri Autonomy

SPECIFIC a JTCOMES

Calendar Coordination

C000dinate Continuing Education

Cowden's. Vocational-Tedmical Education

Comdata** Community College Education

Coordinate Instructional Resources

Cooidinote Data Processing

.4-

ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL
TOTAL

N = 90

n %

AM 1.11V1111

N = 41
n %

°Moats Only
N = 17

%

Ileosalaureate
and Mows

N -S
, n %

4.Mdergraduete
N = 7

n %

Animate ind
Certificate.

N 18'
n %

Noncredit
N = 3

n %

Unclassified
N 4

n %

19 48 10 59 6 75- 3 43 7 39 2 87 1 25 ill 40
10 24 10 59' 4 50 1 14 5 28 100 1 25 34 35
16 37 11 85 8 75 2 29 8 44 2 87, 1 25 45 48

118 39 10 59 8 100 4 57 8 44 2 87 1 25 49 50
19 48 9 53 7 88 4 57 33 2 87. 2 50 4q 50
17 41 7 41 3 38 4 57 5 28 2 87 1 25 39 40
11 34 9 53 8 75 3 43 7 39 2 87 , 1 25 42 43
9 22 4 24 4 50 2 29 4 22 0 0 2 50 7 25 28
7 17 2 '12 4 50 1 14 5 28 2 87 1 25 22 22

1 2, 0 0 0 0 1 14 1 0 0 0 0

11 27 7 41 6 75 2 29 7 39 2 87 1 25 38 37

13 32 7 41, 6 -76 3 43 7 39* , 1 33 1 25 38 39

8 16 6 29 , 4 50 2 29 1 1 33 1 25 20 20
8

11

16

27

4 24

5 29
,.,

4
1

50

38

0

1

0

14

1

33

1 33

2 87

1

1

25

25

17

29

17

30

6 12 ' 1 8 0 0 0 0 8 44 2 87 0 0 18 18

7 17 1 0 0 1 14 7 39 1. 33 1 25 18 18

14 34 8 35 6 82 2 29_ 6 28 2, 87 1 25 35 36
5 12 2 12 . 3 38.' 1 14 3, 17 0 *, 0 1 25 15 15
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TAKE 111

OUTCOMES, SY TYPE OF aratoomUZATION ACTION

o- uyscoolas

-
/- . , .

REGIONAUZATION PATTERNS: GEOGRAPHY AND PROGRAM LEVEL
-

INTERSTATE
COMPACTS

_

N.4 -
a %

OTHER

4.25
a %-

TOTAL

N . NI
a %

,INTRASTATE" _INTERSTATE
Cempaissastse .

Polosleas
4 . 13
a %

ParillAkesi
N . 12
* %

PfinIsMisselfie
M. 12

es 4

Mrelprosese-11
. N . 5
a %

Gamma .
4 . 8
a %

4
4 . 19
a %

_

RAL OUtCOMES

.-,_ Resource iNikatien.
r bet MIscuseness '
r CesoaRnale Proven+ Oweiopmens
`- Student Access A

, Noteriamestrons/ Conenunscalions

Osarmaniesbore Between State & Instrtutons

Van. Rohe, Peahen,
. _ Wm Cosbuons

Ormenite
_

se 6incrons
Aim Preirems

Aksijass Exchange -
tail Emhart
Cards Coorfilisstron
CoordeseteConanuen. Eclat:awn

-Coladinew Veretarnal-Techocal Eduestir
CoordinesieCommunrty Coneys Edueasion

Oserdesesa Mei:unions' Resources
`Max** Diu Fromm,

9
6
9
8

9
8

6
4
1

,

5
5
4
2

7

2

6
8 .
2

,e7

32
47
42

47

41
47

32

21

5

26
20
21

11

37

11

28

42 (Or-
11

.

5
4

5
6
4

4

5
4

4

1

6
5
1

0
6
8
6
4

3

38
31

3B

46

31

31

38
31

31

8

46

38
II

0
46,
46
46
31

23

%

4
2

4

3
4

4

2
1

1

0

4

3
2

4

2
2

1

3
1

33

17

33
25
33

33

17

8
8

0

33

25

17

33 ,

.17
17

8

25

8

.-

, 8
4

7

11.

10

6

7

5

4
1

6

7

6
3
3
1

2

7

2

67

33

58 r
76

63
50

58

42

33
8

50

58

50

25

25

8

17

17

3

1

0
2

3
3

1
1

0
1

0

0
2

0
0
0
0
0

1

CO

20

0 --..

40

60
60

20 ,
0

20

0

0
40
0
0
0
0
0

20

20

5 62

6 . 62
6 OM-__ I'-4 50

2 25

1 12

3 48
1 12

0 0
0 0

..,

3 38

4 50

1 i 12
1 12

1 12

1 12

0 0

2 25

2 25

.

'

-1
1

2

3

3

rl

2

27
1

0

2

3

0
0

-2
1

1

2
1

75

25

50
75

75

50-
50
00
25

0

56

76
0
0

50
26

,26
50

60

11

11

13

14

14

11

13

8
7

0

, 10

9

6
7

8
3

3

8

2

44

44 e*

52

58

56

44

52

24

28

0

40

36

24

28

32

12

12

32

8

.

48
34

46
.....411

49
39
42

25
22 '

3,

,

36
38

20

17

29
18

18

35
15

49
36

46
50
50

40
43

26
22

3

37
39

20

17

30
16

18

36
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Questions df Special Interest

"No Change" and Negative Outcomes

As mentioned earlier, an attempt was also made to gather information on
the negative outcomes of regionalization actions. In fact, for each of the several.
outcome areas listed, respondents were given the Opportunity to indicate: (1) that

had been: impiovementi; (2) that there were negative results from the re--
alization,action in question; or (3) that there had been no-change. As the
ious analyses in this chapter have shown, respondents were quite eager to

positive outcomes. The reporting of negative and even "no change" out-
,7;timmes, however, was minimal;

Table 11.10 presents the data obtained. The responses show two:things.
First, institutional autonomy is the one outcome most frequently cited as being.
negatively affected by regionalism efforts. Although the numbers are small even
here, this seems to support the argument advanced in earlieTc414ters that several
postsecondary interests do perceive regiwialism' as a threat to institutional auton-
omy. Second; respondents were also hesitant to report "no change" outcomes,
but when they did, that observation was most frequently made in regard to insti-
tutional autonomy (23 percent) and cost-effectiveness (14 percent).

Impact of Authority Base on Outcomes

Does the authority base of a regionalization action have' an impact on the
'outcomes achieved? Table 1,1711 shows the distribution of outcomes for actions
that differ in their highest level of authorization legislative, administrative, insti-
tutional, and several. If the source of authority does have a significant impact on
the outcomes 6f regionalization, it is not readily apparent from the data gathered
for this study. 'Outcomes are relatively stableicross all categories of authority.

A few comparisons can be made from the data, however. Actions with
legislative authoLization, for example, most' frequently cite increased access (58
percent) as a pative outcome of regionalism. Actions with administrative autho-
rity, on the other hand, are more evenly dispersed in their reporting of outcomes,
with an 'equal number reported in several outcome areas. It can be noted, though,
that these administratively authorized actions do report more outcomes in the
area of long-rapge planning (47 percent) than do actions with other authority
bases. Finally, actions with institutional authorization report most progress in the
area of increased interinstitutional communication (73 percent). But they also
cite an equally' high level oaf positive outcomes in the overall utilization of re-

, sources (73 percent). In fact (and somewhat of a surprise), a higher percentage of
institutionally 4uthorized actions report positive outcomes in most- of the -out-
come areas than is the case for actions with legislative or administrative authority.

0

Beyond 'these comparisohs, it seems clear that accomplishments are being
v achieved by regionalization actions regardless of their authority base. This seems

to indicate that it is the strong commitment of authority that is crucial for success-
ful regionalization actions, not the type of authority that is extended.

ti
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TABLE 11.19

NEGATIVE AND "NO CHANGE" OUTCOMES
OF REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS

., -

OUTCOMES

,

No Change Decreased

1 %* %*

GENERAL OUTCOMES

Resource Utilization ,, 7 0 0

Cost Effectiveness 14 14 0 0

Coordinate Program '

Development 6 6 0 0
i

Student Access ° 4 4 0 0

Interinstitutional
Communications

4

Commimicationi Between
State & Institutions 11 11 0 0

Long-Range Planning 8 8 , 0 0

New Coaliticins 13. 13 0 0

Diveisity 13 , 13 2 2

Institutional Auttorkim'y 23 23 7 7

'Percent of total universe of 98 regionalization actions

impact of Fur" on Outcomes

Table 11.12 examines the relationship between the reported outcomes for
regionalization actions and the level of funding support for those actions. Al-
though the relationship is certainly not perfect, a deflate patfern does emerge
from the 'data. The relationship is one that would be expected-rnarbely, that
funding does have a positive Impact on outcomes achieved. Rejonalization
actions that have not been funded report the lowest level of positive outcomes.
Further, for those actions that have received some funding, more dollars seem to
"buy" more outcomes.

4 207
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The figures for, the outcomearea of interinstitutional communicatioin are
illustrative of this general trend. Thirty-six percent of actions with no funding
report some positits impact in this area The figures for funded actionsare more
than double that -78 percent of the actions within the $400,000 to 51,000,000
furiding level, for example, report increased interinstitutional communications as a
positive outcome. The figures for cost-effectiveness outcomes are similar and per-
haps even more, pronotsnced. Only 18 percent of non-funded regionalization ac-

__

dons report' some positive impact on the cost-effectiveness of ndary
operations. -For the nded categoriesi on the other hand, the figu are consis-.
tently in the mid 50 pdroent range.

'4fffectiveness of Regionalization: Relationship Between Goals
and Outcomes (By Age of Regionalization Actions)

Thus far the data on outcomes have been considered strictly in an aggre-
gate fashionthat is, the total outcomes accomplished by the entire universe of
regionalization actions or selected sub-sets of that universe (i.e., types of region-
alism) were reported for several outcome areas. In this section, the outcomes of
individual_ regionalization actions are analyzed in relationship to the stated goals
of each action. The age of the regionalization actions is also considered for its
impact on outcomes.

-treble 11.13, then, displays outcomes by-goals and age of the regionalize-
tiOn actions. For each outcome itrea and age category, three entries are recorded:
(1) the number of regionalization actions that rate the area as a high or very high
goal (see Chapter IV for discussion of procedures used to determine strength of
goal* (2) the number of thoseactions which report a positive outcome in

'tim'area; and (3) the ratio of #2 to #1, or a kind o effectiveness quotient of the
regionalization actions. This so-called effectiveness quotient gives a reasonable
indication of how successful the regionalization actions are in accomplishing.the
goals they confider to be most important.

The figures in the total column of the table indicate the effectiveness of
regionalization actions for each of the several goal/ogicome areas listed. The data
show that regionalization actions are most effective *in' achieving the goal of in-
creased interinstitutional communications (.73). All other areas cluster in the .50
to .59 range. The .51 quotient for cost-effectiveness outcomes ranks seventh out
of the eight areas listed.

The data also show that the age of a regionalization action is an important
factor in the accomplishment of stated goals. The general trend for effectiveness
in accomplishing goal) is an upward one with age. This conclusion holds for each
of the outcome areas listed. For example, the effectiveness quotient for interinsti-
tutional communications increases from .71 for actions implemetted in 1975-76
to .88 for actions implemented in 1973-74 to 1.00 for those that began prior to
1968. Significantly, even for cost-effectiveness outcomes, the quotient increases
from a .18 for actions not yet implemented to .75 for actions implement!!! before
1968.

209 231
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TABLE 11.13

OUTCOMES. BY AGE AND GOALS OF REGIONAUZATION ACTIONS
-

GOALS/OUTCOMES

.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE 01' ACTIONS

.
,

.

TOTAL

IN r. 98)

(A) Ale B/A

Not Implemented
(N .1. 29) .

.

1977
IN .1. 3)

1975-76
IN .1. 17)

197344
IN .1. 151

1968-72 .
IN 22)

Before 1988
IN 12)

(A) IBA B/A (A) (B) B/A (A) (B) B/A (A) (B) B/A (A) (B). B/A (A). (B) B/A

Itesource Utilization .
.

19 2 .11 1 0 . 0 10 6 .80 11 9 .82 19 17 .89 8 5 .62 . , 88 39 .57

Cost Effectiviness 11 .18 2, 0 0 13 7 .54 11 7 .64 16. 10 .62 4 ' 3 .75 57 29 .51 ,
,-, ......

Coordinate Program. Development 15 2 .13 2 0 0 11 6 _ .55 10 9 .90 14 12 .88 6 5 - .83 58 34 .59

Student Abaeu 19 2 .11 ., 3 1 .33 12 .7 .58 10 7 .7Q 16 12 .75 9 7 .78 69 36 .52

Enhance Institutional .

411%Communications 5 0 0 0 -- 7 5 .71 7 * .88 11 10 .91 2 2 1.00 33. 24 .73

Improve Long:Range Planni4 19 3 .3f(: 0 0 =- .. 9 .56 ' 8 5 .62 8 8 J5 0 0 -= 35 is .54

New Institutional Ciialitions. 4 0 0 ,
.

0 0 -- 5 -2 .40 4-- 4 1.00 3 2 .67 1 1, 1.00 17 9 .53

P r o m o t e Diversity , 2 0 0 0 0 -- 1 0' 0 2 2 1.00 2 2 - 1.00 1 0 0 8 4 _50

t

It
a .r.

(A) - numper Of regionalization actions citing each area as a high or very high goal (see
Chapter IV for rating of goats).

b (B)

A

- number of regionalization actions which cited each area as a high or very high goal
and also reported a positive outcome in the area (a subset of A).

?
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"Cost Avoidance" as an Outcome?.

t

The Many data gatnered in the case states offer strong support to those
findings based on the national survey already presented in this chapter. The most
frequently cited outcomes for regionalization actions in the case states were those
relating to increased dialogue and communication among the various postsecond-
ary interests. In fact, in only a few cases were finy other outcomes mentioned at
all. In Illinois it was argued that the Higher Education Cooperation Act (see Chap-,
ter'KIV) has indeed rear* in increased access to postsecondary opportunity in
the state, a4vell as contributed toward a general enrichment of program offerings.
Similarly, postsecondary interests in Minnesota maintain that access to postsec-s
ondary opportunity has been increased through both the intrastate regional centers
and the interstate reciprocity agreements in that state (again, see Chapter XIV).
Nevertheless, the major conclusion to emerge from the case states in regard to the
outcomes of regionalization actions is that to date; those actions have had their
most significant impacts in their contribution to idea development and informa-
tion exchange among postsecondary interests of all kinds.

Significantly and also in support of the national survey datacost-
effectiveness outcomes were -fric 3or cited in any of the-case states. In fact, many of
the postsecondary interests were quick to argue that there is not yeteny.conclu-
sive evidence that regionalism offers a more efficient delivery of postsecondary
services. Indeed, .many maintained that consortial types of activities are often-
times more costly.

Interestingly, though and veil much related to the cost- effectiveness
questiona considerable number of interviewees in the states used the phrase
"cost avoidance" in their discussion of the outcomes of regionalization actions.
The point made here was that regionalism has resultedin reduced pressures for'
new programs and/or facilities and thus in fact has resultedin considerable savings
in the long run. Simply put, the emphasis in these, comments was on what would
have happened had it not been for regionalization actions. Such actions were
credited with .helping to prevent unnecessary growth and expansionexpansion
that likely would have otherwise occurred.

Certainly if regionalism developmenti have resulted in the kind of avoid-
ance of costs discussed, it has been no small accomplishment. However, there are
some serious problems with comments and arguments such as these. Namely, it is
difficult, at best, to evaluate objectively the success of a program in terms of the
costs that have been. "avoided." But more importantly, as far as postsecondary
regionalization actions are concerned, no such evaluation has yet been attempted.

Inductive Regionalism Versus Deductive Regionalism
...

Several of the strategies assumed by state-level educational figericies for
'regionalism developments are investigated in considerable detail ih Chapter XIV.
Much of that discussion on strategies is relevant to the outcome issue and provites
the basis for some prelimthfry comments in this section on an apparent relation-
ship between strategies for regionalir enttthe outcomes achieved.) .

, i-
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When viewing in toto the various strategies hi,. regionalism in the states, a
certain dichotomy among the approaches used appears. A contrast cants drawn
between these approaches that attempt a , unified statewide program from the
start and those that begin on a more piece-brpiece basis and attempt to build
toward a coherent wbole. The comprehensive approachei (referred to as deductive
regionalizijion) are usually more structured and formal; the latter (termed induc-
tive regionalization) rely more upon flexibility and an opportunistic philosophy
to accomplish their objectives.

trOThis observation is very pertinent tckthe discussion 9f outcomes for region-
alism. Theta is some evidence from the case state analyses that deductive Ragion-
Winton is more likely to meet with-major resistance by, poststicondary interests
in the states, and for that reason is more difficult to implement. Inductive region-,
alization, on the other hand, has not encountered such pointed opposition and has
gone on register some rather impressive accomplishments.

The inductive actions are often quite successful in stimulating a reexamina-
tion of traditional roles-and concepts within postsecondary operations, but they
do so without posing a serious threat to the status quo. And thit, unquestionably,
isa very important factor in the success they are able to achieve. Still, Critics argue
that, for th& most part, these 'actions are special purpose items and consequently
do not, really relate to or have an impact on the core functions and major policy
issues of pottsecOndary education in the states.

In sign, then, the "trade-off' seems to be this. Deductive regionalization
progrienriskserious opposition by postsecondary interests in the states, and their
outcomes suffer accordingly. Inductive regionalization actions seem to avoid this

"kind of resistance. and have shown themselves to be viable operations in several
' states. However, some seriourquestions can be raised concerning the overallim-

,.

pact that these kinds of actions are having in the states. Some maintain the out-
comes achieved, are minor.

SpeCial Perspectives

The data have slliwn that regionalization actionethat attempt to bridge
the gap between the four-yew and two-year segments report a relatively low level

outcomes (ae Table 11.6). The data\on the academic program levels
regionalization actions indicate a similar patterni.e., actions that are

more cft-Prehensive in their program coverage consistently report a low level of
positive outcomes (see Table 11.7).-

Conversely, the data have shown that the level of positive outcomes is high
for those regionalization, actions involving only the traditional elements of post-

-eecondaty education in the states. Actions for only four-year institutions, for
example, report a high level of success (Table 11.6). -Similarly, the program level
analysis shows that the frequency of successful outcome is very high for the
"bacca reete and above" category (Table 11.7). Butand this is an important
quail the number of regionalization actions including only .traditional

sr/ structures is relatively small.
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The situation, then, is this. Regionalization actions for the traditional
postsecondary elements occur relatively infrequently in the states, but when they
are implemented, they go on to report a high frequenCy of positive outcomes.
Corkenely, the majority of regionalization actions identified in this study are
directed at a broad range of postsecondary interests (see Chapter III, Tables 3.3,

4, and 3.5); but the level of reported outcomes for these more comprehensive
is relatively low. These findings would seem to argue for renewed efforts

-by state-level postsecondary leadership to insure a comprehensive treatment of all
postsecondary interests in statewide planning and coordination activities. For al-
though the majority of regionalization actions attempt a comprehensive approach,
the evidence indicates that oftentimes these actions do not achieve their stated
goals, or at least have not yet done so.

For noneducational governmental interests, the theme of this chapter is
one of patience. Simply put, results are not and cannot be achieved overnight.
However, if regionalization actions are given sufficient time to develop in a state
(see Table 11.13) and are adequately funded (see Table 11.12), then the chases
for significant accomplishments are markedly improvid

Finally, the findings on the cost-effectiveness outcomes of regionalism
have to be a bit troublesome to several state-level interests. In the least, the data
suppmt-astrong reassessment of just what it is that regional approaches to plan-
nine and loordination can accomplish for postsecondary education. In short,
much e research is needed before regiorialism can be advanced on cost-\
eff

.
arid related economic arguments.

Summary

. Given that-regionalism is a relatively new phenomenon in most states, the
data on outcomes achieved are encouraging. Positive impacts are rrorted at both,
the policymaking and,operational levels.

Attention to the concept of regionalism is having an impact on several
- aspects of state-level perstsecondary educational policy formulation. A few high-

lights are noted here:

1. Long-Range PlanningThirty-one states report that regionalism is
having an impact on-state-level long-range planning efforts, at least td,
the extent that regional frameworks are discussed in the various plan-
ning processes; beyond that, 15 states report the inclusion of regional
frameworks in their master plans for postsecondary education.

Programmatic ConsiderationsThirty-two states report that region-
aliirw Is having an impact on state-level decision-making relative to
statewide postsecondary program development; 31 states report that
regional needs and resources are considered in the decisions'to ap-
prove or disapprove new programs; 29 states indicate attention to
regionalism in- the review of existing programs; 24 states show an
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interest in regionalism when making decisions to continue or
terminate existing programs; 21 states report that regional analyses
are considered in the decisions to charter new institutions.

1
3: Resource AlloaitionHere, the impact levels drop off; only 17 states

report that regionalism is having. an impact on the various resource
allocation processes for postsecondary education; the impact on the
various budgets (e.g., executive, legislative, institutions); etc.) is fairly
consistent, but low for all of them; further, the impact seems to
lessen in the more advanced stages of the different budgetary cycles;
in terms of the different areas of dollar imdact, 15 states report that
regionalism is having an impact on appropriations for operating ex-
penses; impacts in other areas arenported much less frequently.

At the operational level, the identified regionalization actions also report
many positive outcomes The major areas of reported success are improveilents in
interinstitutional communications and increased access to postsecondary educe
tional opportunities. In contrast to the stated goals of regionalism (see Chapter
IV), strictly cost-effectiveness outcomes rank a poor seventh among the 10 out
come areas examined. Yet even in this area, the, data are somewhat encouraging
when funding support and the age of regionalization actions are considered (see
*11 and *12 belqw).

The general conclusions on the total outcomes for regionalization actions
are supplemented by several analyses that examine the variation of outcomes ac-
cording to certain variables. Again, highlights are noted here:

L

4. Geographic AreaA higher percentage of interstate actions report
positive outcomes with regard to economic matters, relying heavily
on student exchange agreements to effect these economies; intrastate
actions are achieving notable successes in improving communications
among all postsecondary interests; the positive economic outcomes
within the interstate category come predominantly from actioni in-
volving entire states; within the intrastate category, the reported high
level of communications outcomes is most pronounced for these
actions involving a specific geographic area or iveas of a state.

5. Institutional TypeActions which include both public and private
institutions geneially report more positive outcomes than those for
only public institutions; the high level of outcomes reported by the
public/private regionalization actilks comes largely from those ac-
tionstions involving' only four-year institutions; similarly, within the
public-oat category, the actions for only four-year institutions
upon the highest levelof outcomes.

.

6. Academic Program LevelActions that are comprehensive in their
program coverage are consistently low on reported outcomes; actions
for graduate programs report a high level of economic outcomes.
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7. Regionalization Patterns: Geography and InstitutionsThe compre-
hensive-A pattern reports a, lower level of outcoynet far almost every
outcome areathe exception is long -range planning where 50 percent
of these actions cite accomplishments; the partial/all segments pat,
tern reports a high level of communications outcomes; community
college actions report few ou es generalfyincreased access is the
only outcome area up to the al average.

8. Regionalization Patterns: Geography and Programsthe associate
pattern generally reports a low level of outcomes in all areas; the
partial/broad pattern also reports few-outcomes; this is in contrast to
those regionalization actions for a specific program level within a sub-
state-areathere, a higher than average number of outcomes is re-
ported in all areas.

9. *No Change" and Negative OutcOmesFew negative or even "no
change" outcomes were reported; institutional autonomy is the one
area-inost frequently citedle being negatively affected by regionalism
efforts.

10. AuthorityAccomplishments are being achieved by regionalization
actions regardless of the authority base for those actions; the conclu-
sion seems warranted that it is the strong commitment of authority
that is crucial for successful regionalization actions, not the type of
authority that is extended.

11. Funding Funding has a positive impact on outcomes achieved;
regioThrlization actions that have not received funding report the low-
est level of positive outcomes; for those actions that have been
funded, more dollars seem to "buy" more outcomes; of special note
is the fact that this relationship holds for cast- effectiveness ou tcomes.

12. Goals and AgeWhen the relationship between goals and outdomes
is considered, the data show that regionalization actions are most
effective in achieving the goal of increased interinstitutional com-
munications; conversely, the "effectiveness quotient" for cost-
effectiveness outcomes ranks seventh out of the eight outcome areas
examined; the data also show that the age of a regisorzloijzation action
is an important factor in the accomplishment of goals; effec-
tiveness increases with age, for all outcome areas; significantly, t
relationship seems to hold even for cost-effectiveness outcomes.

Although the d that regionalism developments to date have re-
corded only minimal plishments with regard to improving the cost-I
efiectrveness otpostsecOndary operations, several interviewees did use the phrase'
"cost- avoidance" in their discussion of the outcomes oftregionalization actions!:
They maintained that these actions have resulted in reduced pressures for new
programs and facilities and in this way have contributed toward considerable say-

ringsin the long run. Even so, more hard rtrarch is clearly needed before region-.
alism can be promoted ave-!'dollar-saving approaclj to the coordination and
planning of postsecondary education. 1- ' *
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CHAPTER XII

- _ OUTLOOK

What is the future outlook for pottsecondary regionalism developments in
the United Stites? It is, of course, much too early to offer aprediction that can
be voiced with confidence. However, some preliminary observations are possible

',based on the situations in several states throughout <the country. While these ob-
',emotions end their actual or potential bearing on Postsecondary education-are
not strong enough to support predictions, they do seem sufficiently strong to pre-
sent some forecasts of changes in postsecondary education in relation to regional-
ism. This is the rnain-thrust of Chapter XII.

To establish a basis for assessing the future of regionalism and the perma-
nence of its effect on postiecondary education, data were sought on the projected,
outlook for the concept of-leijioglism in the states and the attention that concept
is likely to get within state-leveNolicymaking circles. Data were also sought on
the future outlook of the specific regionalization actions identified in the study.
Both sett of dap are presented in this chepter.

Concepts.

Slacty-two' respondents in 54 states and territories offered ttlyr opinion on
the future Outlook for the Concept of regionalism Within state-level policy formu-

t lation processes. They were asked to make a professional judgment on the future
of regionalism both in their own state and nationwide and to rate the outlook in
both instances on a five-point scale: 1 very optimistic, 2optimistic, 3statals
quo maintained, 4Pessimistic, and 5very pessimistic.

Table 12.1 reports on the outlook for regionalism in the individual states,
as judged by educational policymakers within thosestates. The responses are
heavily weighted on the positive end of the scale-32 positive responses (52 per-
cent) to 9 negative responses (15 percent). Althouoh generally positive, the re-
spUtrdents can best be,described as cautious in their b'ptimism. Of the 32-positive
responses, 26 were optimistic about the fUture, with only 6 very optimistic. A
considerable number of respondents (17; 27 percent) expected the status quo to
bemaintained.

Some interesting regional comparisons can be'made on the outlook issue.
The future for postsecondary regionalism seems brightest in the Midwest and
South, with positive responses far ow Ltak_aritziring negative ones in those regions.
The number of "very optimistic" responses in the South is of particular note. in
both the West and New England; on the other hand, the respondents were about
equally divided between those expressing optimism and those ex. ing the status

-quo-to be maintained: In the Mid-Atlantic region, the pattern is suite different.
Respondents were generally pessimistic about the future of .ndary region-
alism developments.
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TABLE 12.1 44

OUTLOOK FOR REGIONALISM IN THE STATES, BY REGION AND STATE,

1

STATES
OUTLOOK .

Very
Optimistic OPT

_

Status Quo Pessimistic
i

Very
Pessimistic

Cannot -
Predict

MID-ATLANTIC
Delaware
New Jamey
Now York
Pennsylvania

0 0 1

-
X

2

X
X

1 0

\
MIDWEST

'Illinois
Indiana'
Iowa
Kansas
Michigin
Minnesota
Missouri
Nabreska
Northiakota
Ohi o
Oklahoma
South-Dakota
Wisconsin

1

X

I

10
X

-X
X

X
XX

X

XX
X .

2

-X

X

1

X

0

-

X

.

X

NEW ENGLAND
Connecticut

, Maine
Massachusetts
New HimPshire
Rhode Island
Vermont

0 3
X

X

X

5

XX
' X

X
X

1

X

c

0 0

SOUTH
Alabama

' Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Kentuck
Louisiana
Maryland .
Mississippi
North Carolina

'South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Virginia
West Virginia

4

XX

, X

X

4.

7
X

X

X

X

X
X

1

(14

3
.

X

-

X

X

1

-

X

---

.

.

1

X.

_

_

.

1

_

X
WEST

Alaska
Arizoni
California
Colorado
Hawaii
Idaho
Montana
Nevada
NrIv Mimic*

1 Oregon
Utah
Washington
Wyoming

1

X

5
x

X

.

X
X

5

X

_ X

X
X

X

2

X
X

-

0 0

..,

NON-STATE
American Samoa
Guam
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands .

0 1,-
- __.----

X

-- i
) X

0

_._d

0 2

i
X

x
ENTIRE COUNTRY

N - 62
6

-\
26

1
17

2..

7 2 5
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Table 12.2 presents the respondents' opinions as to the future outlook for
regionalism nationwide. Otherthan the large number of respondents (19; 31 per-
cent) who said it was impossible to predict with, regard to the national scene, the
distribution is virtually identical to that obtained when respondents were queried
on The future or regionalism in their own statei. Thirty-three respondents (53
percent) rate4the future in a positive way; with 29 indicating optimism about
regionalism developments throughout the country, and with 4 being very opti-
mistic.

4

TABLE 122

NATIONAL OUTLOOK, BY REGION

OUTLOOK
.REGION '-

w .
Very

Optimistic Status Quo Pessimistic
Very

Pessimistic Predict

MID - ATLANTIC

MIDWEST

NEW ENGLAND -.

SOUTH

WEST , .
NON-STATE

0
.

0

0

2

2

0

2
,

8

5

9 . -

4

1

0 `"

2

0

, 2

4,

0

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

5

3

-4

3

3
t

ENTIRE COUNTRY
N = 62

4 29 8
.

3 0 19

Tables 12.3 and 12.4 show that the current status of postsecondary region-
&ism in a state, definitely has an impact on what policymakers within the state
believe with regard to continued regionalism efforts. From Table 12.3 it can be
seen that 88 percent of the ndents from states already giving active attention
to regionalism are either optirrMc or very optimOtic about future regionalism
developments in their states; only 20 percent of the respondents from states with-
out are similarly optimiitic about the future. Simply put, success in
current o ing efforts seems to breed confidence in the future. ,

Table 12.4 shows that a similar relationship holds fort opinions on the
national outlook for regionalism. Sixty-five percent of the respondents from
states with regionalism expressed optimism in the national outlook for regionalism
developments; only 25 percent of the respondents from states without regionalism
did so.
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t
OUTLOOK FOR REGIONALISM IN THE

BY ATTENTION TO POSTSECONDARY REGI I

0 U T L OD K

Attention to Postsecondary Regionalism
ENTIRE COUNTRY

N 12
States with RagionaWsso

42 Responded. from
UMW* and Twritoriss

States without Regionalism
20 Respondents from

18 States and Territories
/

n % n % es , '%
- .

Very Optimistic 8 - 14 0 0 6 10 '

Optimistic " 22 52 4 20 26 42
4

Status Quo 8 19 9 45 17 27

Pessimistic 5 12 2 10 7 11

Very Pessimistic 0 0 2 10 2 3

Cannot Pict 1 2 4 20 5 8

N

TABLE 12.4

NATIONAL OUTLOOK FOR REGIONALISM,
BY ATTENTION. TO POSTSECONDARY REGIONALISM

A

OUTLOOK

it ..

Attention to Postsscondery Regionalism -
ENTIRE-COUNTRY

N 62
States with Regionalism
42 Respondents from

36 Sides and Territories

States Regionalism
20 Rupond from

18 States and Territories

n % n 96 n %

Very Optimistic

Optimistic

Sides Geo

. .

Pessimistic

Yery PcssWorstic

Cannot Predict

44.

23

,

,,
6

2

0

7

10

55

14

5 /7----1:\

0

17

6 ,

2

1

10

3

'
0

26

10

5

60 ,

15

4

28

8

3

10

10 .

6

45

13

5

16

16

...

I
I
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Designs, Manifestations, Operetions

Opinions were Sought on the future otitlOok of regionalization actions
from officials at the operational lefel. The data obtained strongly support the
findings reported above for the concept of regionalism. In short, the outlook for
Ate various regionalization actions generally seems to be a very optimistic one.

,,,

The rightmost total columns in the tables "thlhis section report a favorable
future outlook for most of the regionalization actions. Respondents from 79 per-
cent of sl action'saction's indicated that they were confident that the regionalization
actions which iherwere associated would continue in the future. Beyond
this general outlook, respondents were also asked to specify what the implemen-
tation status of the actions would likely be. Again from the total columns in the
tables, it is evident that most respondents (61 percent) believed that advances
would be made in furiher implementing the regionalization actions in question.

This optimistic outlook for regionalize-titan actions 'generally holds for all
types of regionalism. Tablei 12.5 through 12.9 display the reported outlook for
regionalization actions according to 'the categories for analysis used throughout
this study. Some minor variations in outlook oan be noted.

.: Respondents were more certain in their optimism for intrastate regionali-
zation actions (see Table 12.5). Conversely, uncertainty with regard to interstate
actions was much higher end was most pronounced for those actions involving'
entire/states, Respondents from 38 pe of these actions said the future was
impossible to predict The participation authorities in another state or states
Seems to introduce an element of doubt 1 regionalism efforts not found in intra-
state actions. This is .true despite the finding in Chapter V that the interstate
actions as a group tend to have a stronger authority,base.

TABLE 12.5

OUTLOOK FOR REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS, BY GEOGRAtHIC AREA INCLUDED

-,
. __--'

/
OUTLOOK

. /
.., /

GEOGRAPHIC /AREA ,

Interstate
Compacts

N=4
n %

TOTAL

N=98
n %

Intrastate
e ,

Interstate\
Whole
Stat.':

N=41
n %

Part(s)
of State
N=26
n %

Total
N=67
n . %

Unite
States

N=13
n %

Other
N=14

4
n '4 %

Total
N=27
n %

GENERAL OUTLOOK

Continuation

Termination '
1

Cannot Predict

FUTURE STATUS

, Cutback in Implementation

Status Duo

Further Implpmentation

33 80

1 2

7 17

1 . 2

3 7
p71

22 85

1 4

3 4

3 12

2 8

17 66

55 82

2 3

10 15

14 6

_ 5 7

46 69

8 62

0 0

°5 38

1 8

1 8

6 46

11 ; 79
1 , 7

#
2 14

0 0

5 36

6 43

19 70

1 - 4

7 26

1 4

6 22

12 44

3 75

0 0,
1 25

0

0 0*
3 75

77 7
3 3

18 18

5 5

11 11

61 62
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Concerning the types of institutions involved in regionalization actions
bee Tab 1012.8), the data show a high level of optimism for actions involving both
public 'and private institutions (77 percent) and for those with participation by
only public institutions (80 percent). However, it\can be noted that respondents
from actions #91'468- four-year segment-of postsecondary education seem most
confident about the futile". Officials involved in actions including both two-year
sand four-Oar institutions; on the other hand, report the highest leVel of uncer-
tainty. Twenty-five percent of these. respondents report the future as impossible
to predict, .

Outlook by academic program level included in the regionalization actions
(see Table 12.7) shows a similar pattern. A high percentage of'Sespondents from
actions in all of the categories report a favorable outlook. The reported prognosis
for actions that are comprehensive in their program coverage, however, is marked
by a relatively high level of uncertainty. Respondents from 22 percent of these
actions indicated they could not predict the future.

Finally, a generally favorable outlook was reportpd for all of the regionali-
zation patterns presebtad in Tribles 12.8 and 12.9. Respondents from the corn-
praffesive-A (22 percent), reciprocity-A (50 percent), and partial/broad (25
percent) patterns reported the highest level of uncertainty about the future. One
finding of slate concerns the -future implementation status of regionalization
actions. Officials involved with interstate contracts foi graduate level programs
(the contracts-8 pattern) most frequently reported that maintenance of the bt4,

status quo could be expected in the future as far .as implernentation of these
actions is concerned. Respondents from 62 percent of the regionalization actions
within tide pattern made that observation. Apparently these actions have reached
an operational level sufficient to accomplish their objectives (see _Chapter XI,
Table 1111), and thus further implementation is not required.

Ny.

Questions of Special linens*/ '

- Observations from the Case States v
Certainly speculation about the future of postsecondary regionalism devel-

, opmentiii a risky endeavor. All of Postsecondary education seemsto be in a state
of flux, and the future of posisecOnciartstrUctures in general is an uncertain one

. at best. Still, some consensus did emerge from the case state analyses on a few
. major themes concerning the future outlook for ixistsecondary regionalism. Those

observations are reported in this section.

First, the pressures for regional cooperation that are already operative in
the states (see Chapter I) are not likely to disappear in the future. Thus, a con-
tinued.and even intepsified attention to regionalism seems virtually certain. On
this much; most postsecondary interests in the case states agreed. However, few
mere willing to speculate1 what kind of specific regional approaches will be
utilized. The issue, then, is not so much whether postsecondary regioKilism
continue to receive attention in the years aheadfor mosteree that it will.
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'TABLE 12.8

OUTLOOK FOR REGOONAL4ATION Amon. BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION INCLUDED
.,

., t
, ...

INSTITUTIONAL TYPE
'

;---4 -

OUTLOOK
%Mk aid Prima Public Only .

PrIPrimp

Only Under*.
find TOTAL

2- sad - 2- and . a

4Yrrer 2-Yeer 4Yeer . Told 4-Year 2-Year
"

4-Year Tobll 4-Voal
, No 14n%*IiielinliN-2 No311 No52 .No 14

l i fe , %
No10

_n %'.n,%
N-20 N-44n %nNo'linN - 1 ,%'n%N-96

GENERAL OUTLOOK -
Continuation 13 93 2 100 25 80 40 77 12 85 8 80 15 . 75 36 80 1 100 1 100' v 79
T e r m i n a t i o n 1 7 0 0 2 6 3 6' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . ' 0 0 0 0 3 a
Liner P r e d i c t 0 . 4 .9 0 4 25 9 17 2 14 2 20 5 25 9 20 0 0 0 0.18 18

IfUTURE STATUS

Cutback m knOwnentation 1 7 0 0 2 8 3 6

.

1 7 0 0 1 5
r,

2 5

.

0 0 or 0 5 5

Status Ouo 3 21 1 50 0 0 4 8 2 14 1 10 3 15 8 14 1 100 0 0 14,.., 11

Further Imokmentation 9 64 1 50 23 84 33 64 9 64 7 70 11 55 27 61 0 0 1 100 --6.1.? 62

TABLE 12.7

OUTLOOK FOR REGIONAtIZATION ACTIONS. BY. ACADEMIC PROGRAM LEVEL INCLUDED

I --.

- =OUTLOOK
*

4 ACADEMIC PROGRAM BEVEL

Baeaderneete Amodar* end
All Levels Grairearealy and Above Undsograduate Certificate Noncredit Undmelfled TOTAL

N - 41 N o 17 N - 8 N - 7 N 0 18 N - 3 N .. 4 N .. 96
n % * % n % n % n % 'II % n % n %

RAL OUTLOOK a
Continua ion , 30 73 15 86 8 100 4 57 15 83 3 100 2 60 77 79

T 2 5 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 3 3

Cannot Predict

E STATUS

9 22 .1 IS 0 0 I 43 3 17 0 0 2 60

r

18 18

c

Cutback in Implementation 1 2 0 0 1 12 1 14 11 0 0` 0 0 5 5

State* &so 4 10 5 29 0 0 0 0' ,2 11 0 0 ' 0 0 11 11

eurther Ipiplementation 25 81 10 59 7 88 3 43 11 61 3 100 2 60 81 62
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TABLE 12.8

OUTLOOK, BY TYPE OF REGIONALIZATION ACTION
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Rather, the larger issue and ton is how will regionalism evolve in the future.
What approaches will be.nrst I? Which have the most potential?

. There was some agreement on this point in the case states. Most postsec-
ondary interests;rhect that there is littleshance regionalism will develop as a
new and formal mance structure. The establishment of regional administra-
tive structures with official governing authority, for example, seemunlikely in,
the near future.

4
CA:woman" structures cannot be develo$Id in the abstract. Rather, they

necessarily must emerge as a !milt of and accommodation to the political-realities
in a given state. "tnii the existing postsecondary Rolitical structures inmost states
are such as-to mate the advancement of a more formal and syitematic regional
governance structure highly unlikely (see Chapter XLV for illustrations). But be-
yond that fact, the further conclusion does seem warranted- that there is not yet
any justification for such a fundamental restructurinigaf existing postsecondary
systemi. More research is needed before that kind of drastic action is considered I

If not as a formal governance structure, what then is the potential for
regionalism' in postsecondary education? There is considerable evidence from the

-case states that at this stage, at least, much more can be gained by promoting
regionalism as a vehicle for coordination, not as a governance mechanism) From
the coordination persiective, more effective cooperation and communication
among all postsecondary interests can be encouraged. Further, regionalism as a
coordinating approach affords institutions the opportunity io retain a strong voice
in their own-destinies! New governance, approaches, on the other hand, are usually
perceived as a threat to existing structures and are vigorously opposed for that

. reason. .
4

This is not to say that governance structures will never evolve at the re-
gional level. Neither is it to deny the possibility that such regional, governing struc-
tures might some day be needed. Not at all! But the data do Indicate -that the
development of .a formal and separate regional governance structure _

at this point in time would be premature: Such action is clearly not justified by
current knoikledge and research available on organizational models. Further, it
can be noted that a strong governance approach, as opposed to one that empha-
likes coordination, risks opposition by several postsecondary interest groups in the*
states, and for that reason alone should probably be considered only as a last alter-
native.native.

Special Perspectives

The findings presented above are encouraging for all proponents of post-
secondary regionalismeducational and noneducational officials alikeat the
federa), state, and institutional levels. Consensus appears to be that the future will
bring more and deeper attention to the idea and its use in postsecondary educa-
tion.

n5



State-level educational leadership wiH want to note t4t thee is some
evidence to suggest that .a coordinating perspective' should -be emphasized in
regionalism efforts. This approach seems to hold the most potential for success at
the present time.- More prescriptive approaches -i.e., the development of regional
governance structures-carry considerably more risk; They seemiess advisable and
prenurals in the least.

From the special perspective of individual- colleges and universities, the
major findings reported in this chapter call for a new alert and possibly a shift in
attitude and strategy. The overwhelniing conclusion about-the outlook for region-
alism is that It is a part of the future modus operandi of postsecondary education
in the United States. That picture is now being painted in many waysrand it
:holies that colleges and universities are no longer the controllers of postsecondary
education programs and services by virtue of their operations as individual institu-,
Lions. Within the purviev/of this study, there is virtually no voice supporting such

ve.,..AStratitans and, as the data in this chapter show, no voice proclaiming early pas:
Neje of regionalism from the American higher education scene. That message can-

. not be ignored.
4

a Sunman/

The future outlook for regiOnalism appears suite good, both in terms of
attention to the concept of regionalise within state-level policymaking circles and
for the specific regionalization actions identified at the operational level.

Fifty-two percent, of the respondents in the states reported that they are ;
either optimistic or very optimistic about future attention to regionalism at the
policymaking level. Only t5 percent expressed outright pessimism on this issue.

*The remainder either expected the status quo to be.znaintained or believed the
future could not be predicted.

The current status of postsecondary regionalism in a state definitely has, an
impact on the opinions that policymakers in the slate hold about the future out-
look for regionalism. A much more favor11bl" outloOk is generally reported in
states where regionalism is already receiving serious attention.

Also, some interting regional comparisons can be made on the outlook
issue. The future alto& for regionalism is seen as brightest in the Midwest and
Southern states. Conversely, respondents in the Mid-Atlantic region were generally
pessimittidabout the future of postseiongary regionalism developments.

,

Data on the future outlook for the specific regionalization actions show a

strong agreement with the data for the cohcept of regionalism. T t is, the out-
look for the actions is also very positive. Respondents from 79 roent of the
actions -reported that they expected the actions to continue in the tune. Of
thesesjnost felt that advances would be made in further imAlementing the leg)
afizaiion actions. This optimistic outlook generally-Nholds for all types of region-

..

alism, with cob/ minor- variations reported for the variables geOgraphic area, insti-
tutional type, and academic program level.
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. Finally, there is some evidence from the case states to suggest that the
outlook for regionalism is most encouraging when pursued as a vehicle for coordi-
nation, not as a governance mechanism.



CHAPTER XIII

THE COMPACTS: A SPECIAL CASE

4

The Souslisa Zegional Education Board (SREB), the Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education (WICHE), and the New England Board of
Higher Education (NEBHE) are each agencies representing agreements among
various states to work cooperatively toward the improvement of education and
educational opportunity. Each agency administers a-separate compact reached
with geographic neighbor or near neighbor states. A fourth interstate agreement,
the Midwest Higher Education Compact, currently remains in, the planning and
discussion stages. r

ee extant regidnal interstate educational compacts were developed
and y implemented ih the period immediately following World- War I I.
This penod was marked by technological advancement and economic growth
at a of magnitude which gave educators and political leaders cause for con-
dom-. number of military veterans who were likely" to pursue higher education,,
throug G.I. Bill thrdatened to-fill to over lowing the nation's Colleges and uni-
versities. All of these factors combined increased dramatically the demand (and
antici demand) for professional, technical, and graduate educational oppor-,
tunity.,

SREB

Histo:fical Development of the Compacts

It was in this national climate in 1947 that a resolution was adopted at the
Southern Governors' Conference and a committee appoirited to study methods of
providing adequate educational facilities for all residents of the region. On Feb-
ruary 8, 1958, the governors of 10 states signed a compact to plan- and establish
regional education facilities. The governors of 4 other southern states were soon
to join in signing, bringing to 14 the number of southern states making a commit-
ment to the regional approach to higher education.

-By the summer of 1949 the compact had been ratified by 10 state legisla-
. turps. On June 11 of that year, the Board of Control for Southern Regional Edu-

cation was officially created (later renamed Southern Regional Education Board).
By October 1949, 12 member states had made available $1,526,000 for the sup-
port of regional attention to education in the south (for a two-year period), and
388 students were &trolled in-southern institutions. The initial protrammatic ef-
forts were in mgficine, veterinary medicine, and dentistry and included 14 separate

SREB's original statement of purpose and its bylaws reflect concern for
"continuatidn, expansion, or establishment of educational services to advance

knowledge-and to improve the social and economic level of the southern region."
Recognizing the potential value of long-range regional planning, SREB included in
its bylaws a provision' for research through which the total resources of the area

229 q



could be catalogued in order to project the kind of higher education necessary for
the best possible development of the southern states.

WICHE

At the Cdrrference of Western Governors in November 1949, the principle
of interstate cooperation in selected fields of higher educations was discussed.
Perhaps influenced by the Southern Board, the western governors endorsed the
concept of regionercooperation, and a committee of five was appointed to study
its possibilities and present, recommendations at the next meeting of the confer-..

enci.

A technical advisory committee (composed of two representatives from
each of 11 western states and two territories) recommended in July 1950 the es-
tablishment of an interstate compact on higher education. In November of that

corrs:rime year, the was approved unanimously at the Governors' Conference
and 'required only 'fication of five member states to officially create the
Western Interstate Comm for Higher Education.I . ..r '

WICHE was formally established in 1951 and began programmatic activity
in 1953. Like SREB, WICHErs initial focus was increased improved opportu-
nity 'for graduate and. professional education with 'the areas of medi-
cine;dentistry, public health, and veterinary medicine. WICHE was also, from its
inception, concerned with lonprange planning needs and methods. Inckuded in the
compact's original charge was the task of undertaking studies ". . . of needs for
professional and graduate educational facilities in the region, the resources for
meeting such needs, and the long-range effects of the compact on higher educe-
tion."

NEBHE

The governors of the three northern most New England states met in the
spring of 1949 to discuss regional cooperation in education as well as other areas
of concern to state government. Out of these discussions came the Northern New
England Tri-State Authority. This precedent, Coupled with that of the already
existing interstate educational compacts, laid the foundations. for the development
of the New England Board for Higher Education.

Formally established in 1955, NEBHE operates under the authority of the
New England Higher Education Compact and includes all six of the New England
states. NEBHE secured federal approval in 1954 when the 'united States Congress
recognized this convict by passing Public Law 719, Chapter 1089. NEBHE was
the first of the interstate educational compacts to consider from its inception the
possibility of including undergraduate programs as a part of its activity.
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Operational Description

Authority

The interstate regional compacts function in what might be described as a
"no man's land" between the states and the ral government (Sturtz, 1977).fec
The question of whether the compacts infringe upon federarPowers was first
raised soon after the first efforts to establish SRE were accomplished.

The issue rests with Article 1, Section 10, of the United States Ccinstitu-
tion. This article forbids the states to enter into any agreements or compacts with
other states or foreign powers without consent of Congress. In Joint Resolution
191, dated February 8, 1948, Congress took this position. The compact (SREB)
has as its principle concern "the planning, establishment, acquisition and opera-
tion of educational institutions. . .." Since education is the province of the states,
in effect congressional consent is not required (though S.J.Res. 191 did give such
consent). "\

Governance and Administrative Structure

EaCh of the three operational interstpte educational compacts is adminis-
tered through a representative body whose powers are specified in the compact
documents themselves. In the original compacts, the boards of both NEBHE and
WICHE were designed to be composed of three members per state while SR EB's4
specified four state representatives. In the instance of NEBHE, five of the six
member states subsequently amended the compact to increase the nurobet, of
representatives per state from three to eight.

Membership on The compact governing boards is pursuant to the laws of
member states but is most commonly accomplished by gubernatorial

nt. Two of the compacts designate to a limited degree required qualifi-
of some board members. Each SREB member state must be represented

by at least one legislator and onCeducator. The Western Commission similarly
specified that one representative an educator in the field of higher education.

The duties and powers of the three governing boardsVary,to some-degree,
but many functions.are 'held in common.- The boards act as corporate bodies and
as such may enter into contractual agreements with states,"agencies, or institutions;
may sue or be sued; may receive gifts, grants, or bequests; and may employ and
dismisspersonnel required to conduct the business of the compacts. The boards
prepare and present to the respective member 'states annual budgets and assume
responsibility for disbursement and accounting of all budgeted funds. Addition-
ally, the boards are charged with the preparation of reports or research findings
for presentation to member state legislatures and governors. Finally, the various
boards may draft and recommend unifoern legislation affecting higher education
within each respective region:

.
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Staff

Ftill-time professional staff size varies from a high of 42 reported by the
Western Commission to 24 employed at NEBHE. SREB, which currently operates
with a professional staff.of 35, employs an additional 25 clerical or support per -'
sonnel. The New England Board employs 13 clerical and support persons while
WICHE at present utilizes 35 individuals in these roles. .

Funding

The principal funding for each of the compacts has been membership dues
. - / paid by each participating state. These dues are generated from state appropria-

tions. Historitally, funds for the respective compacts have been drawn from the

?.

following sources in addition} to state appropriated membership dues.

s

SREB: Federal agency grants or contracts, private foundatins, member
institution dyes. ., ,

'....../
s .

WICHE: State rontributions for mental health programs, federal agency
grants and contracts, private fotatdation grants, registration fees,
sale of publications. '

NEBHE: Federal -agency grants and contracts, private foundation grants,
private gifts (individual), menlber institution dues, fees for ser-
vice.

Additional state appropriated support also has been available from time to time
to the various thmpacts for specific educational contracts or in support of specific
research efforts. ..

.e.' The compacts report current funding levels and sources as follows:
-.../

SREB for 1976-77 .

e
$ %

Federal agency support (H.E.W.) 414,953 18.6
State appropriated funds 896,000. 40.1
Private foundation support 779,164 34.9
Member institution dues 36,492 ' 1.6
Other , 105,093 4.7

Taal , . 2,231,702 100.0

,..-
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WICHE.for 1976-77

State appropriateddated funds t
Mental health contributions from

member states
Grants and contracts (federal and

foundation)
Registration fees IS

V
Othet ,

Total

NEBHE for 1976-77

Federal 1202 funds
Federal agency grants and contracts
State appropriated funds ,

Foundation support
Member institution dues

Tptal

.11.

_

$ %

I

397,450

88,525

3,399,574
54,32$

'78,559

9-9

2.2

84.6
1.4
2.0

4,018,52

18,450
93,862

416,888
53,972

367,462

100.0

1.9 ,
9.9

43.9
5.7

38.7

950,634 100.0

Current Programmatic Activity.

SREB

The Southern Regional Education Board currently operates several major
programs. Within each of these a number of separate projects may be ongoing at

-any given time. Program highlights include research, information, and related ser-
vices through-which SREB's commitment to long-range regional concerns is ad-
dressed. The Fact Book on Higher Education in the South; published biennially,
compiles demographic, economic, and educational statistics which are used by
regional planners in projecting resource needs and academic output expectatidns
for the region. The results of several longitudinal studies conducted over many
years (a 14-year tax structure analysis was recently completed) will provide valu-
abre data-not only at the regional level but for state level planners within member
states as well. It is this program activity which forms the basis for bringing to-
gether each year state government and educational leaders who express and ex-
change opinions and plani-which may have implications:across state undaries.

. .

The sharing of educational resources is SREB's principal tivity and is
currently administered througt a two-pronged approach. The Academic Common
Market involves 12 member, states and 190 separate graduate programs. The com-
mon market allows residents ofparticipating states to enroll in specific programs
at institutions in other states on an in-state tuition basis. In addition to tuition
savings for individual students, this activity retards unnecessary duplication of
programs while insuring ample graduates to meet the recfpnineeds.

,

Doss not include National Canter for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) income
of S2A83941. NCHEMS beagle totally independent of WICHE in July 1977

53
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(
The regional contract 'program allows the states to share established high

,cost graduate, professional, and technical programs. in the contract program, an
SREB member state may request from the board a specified number of places in a

, selected professional field. The board then in turn contracts for that number of
places alth accredited institutions offering the program. Thus, each state may
guarantee .11 flow of returning graduates determined by the number of places con-
tracted through the board. The member states paYthe SREB at a fixed rate per
contract place, and SREB in turn pays the institution which renders the educa-
tonal- service. Typically, these contracts are in health related fields. Contract
services for tuition assistance are also provided by the board. This program allows
participating states to pay an established percentage ofII studenei tuition fees

board to private institutions. Special Co trac re also possible
which SREB acts as a state's fiscal agent in contract private insti-

In recent years, health and hum services have warranted considerable
SREB attention. This focus has incl : a continuing education requirements as
well as the training of individuals " jobentry level as professionals in allied
health. Working With the National Institute of Mental Health, the Depaetment of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and private foundations, institutions, and agen-
cies,. SREB is exploring the plausibility of utilizing health and human services
practitioners with less than traditional academic training. SREB's interest in nurs-
ing education continues with 215 institutions involved in various projects.

Several ongoing efforts continue to examine and test strategies for the im-
provement of both teaching ansl learning. Included in this effort are projects to
evaluate instruction, To introduce new curricular methods, and to conduct sub-
regionsl workshops on faculty and staff development. Traditionally, SREB has
been active in enhancing educational opportunity for all residents of the region.
By providirit information and consultative services to both individuals and insti-
tutions, SREB continues to make increasingly available the total educational re-
sources of the region to all its students.

WICHE

WICHE currently has programs irk five major areas which contribute to
carrying out its mission:

4 .
1. Student Exchange Programsto facilitate interstate exchange of

westesn studentiwhich will help the western states to provide their
residents with access to educational opportunities while at the same
time avoiding unnressan/ duplication of programs. -

'2. Mental Health and Human Servicesto assist the states in coordina-
ting and planning for new resources in training and research, in shar-
ing and utilizing existing 'scan* resources, and in developing and
strengthening educational opportunities for the citizens of the west-

tem states in mental health and human services careers.

') 234

5
,

Q



3. Nursingto improve VI aspects of nursing by providing a medium for
exchange of ideas and for collective pla9ning of nursing education; to

'stimulate nursing research; and to imprbve patient care through opti-
mum use of nurses in the health care delivery systems in the West

4. Planning Resources in Minority Education to develop better access
to postsecondary education and placemants in teaching and research
for the prinbipal minority groups in the West.

5.' Aesources Development Internship Program iRDIP).-Ito award in-
ternships to college juniors, senioss, am graduate students who con-
duct action and research projects or various federal, state, and com-
munity organizations. While serving the students as a pragmatic
learning experience, RDIP simultaneously provides the participating
agencies with previously unavailable or improved information sources.

The Attident Exchange Program (SEP) of WICHE began in 1953 with five
member states sending 2 dents to a school of medicine operated by a sixth .

state. In that same year, d tistry and veterinary medicine exchanges were also
inaugurated. SEP is desig to allow individuals residing in one WICHE member
state to apply to an mic institution in another for graduate or professional
training in designated programs not available at home. It properly certified by
his/her home state, the student will not only receive preferential consideration of
the application for admission but also, if accepted, be allowed to pay resident
tuition fees (1/3 tuition to private institutions). The student's home state reim-
burses the receiving school for the educational service through payment of an in-
stitutional support fee.

A unique regional iapproach sponsored by WICHE since Fall 1976 is the"
College of Veterinary Medicine and Biomedical Sciences of Colorado State Uni-
versity, a regiodil program and facility serving eight states. The program provides
for an eapansion of the class size and the designation of 45 percent of each class
for participating SEP students from other western states. In addition, the' co-
operating states are sharing in the cost of a new teaching hospital at Colorado
State that is expected to kconipleted in two years.

The Student Exchange Program's original intent was the rapid increase of
practitioners in selected professional fields. In the years since its inception, the
program has evolved and been intentibnally modified and currently serves to pre-
vent excessive duplication of high cost prbgrams within the region. This additional
thrust has not impaired, however, the original mission of supplying a cadre of pro-
fessionals for all member states. There are currently 14 professional fields in-
cluded in SEP, with, 12 of the 13 WICHE states participating.

A recently implemented prOject on Expanding Regional Cooperation in
Gradute and Professional Education seeks to contribute to the effectiveness and
-efficiency of graduate-level education in the Weby encour ng and facilitating
resource sharing. Project activities include: (1) the developme t of a data base on
graduate education and the capacity for analytic efforts to sup ort planning, and

-

(

23525



.

(2) planning activities in six demonstration states to developnew patterns,of
interstate coPperation and resource sharing at the graduate level.

NEBHE

The New England Board of Higher Education through the New England
Regional Student sporfsored the exchange if more than 3,450 graduate
and undergraduate is in 1976-77. These students attended 182 public in-
stitution: and were en .1 in 800 different programs or fields of study. In addi-
tion, NEBHE sponsors a contract study program in health education which in-
cluded 496 students during this same period. NEBHE is unique among the
compacts in looking beyond the lege level to serve the region's students. The
min-tract study program was highl publicized in high schools in the region in
1976-77 as NEBHE attempted to adv parents and students of the wide range of
educational opportunity available in New England.

_ ,. The Regional Nursing EduCation Programs include both initial as well as ,
continuing education experiences. The New England Council for Higher Educe,
Son in Nursing (NECHEN) includes some 57 separate institutions throughout the
region and all six member states. A three-year training program for instructors of
nursing has involved 32 community colleges, hospitals, and other health service
agencies in the six states. While implementing these nursing programs, NEBHE
has analyzed and examined them both as an evaluation technique and as a method
of projecting the region's needs and capacities for the future. /

The Regional Library Programs include a computerized cataloging service
which has reduced cataloging costs for participants by at least 25 percent and in
some instances by as ranch as 65 percent. The library services of NEBHE have
been made available to private as well as public institutions, and nearly every
major college and university library in the region has made use of the service.

Other NEBHE program activity includes a regional research program which
provides annual statistical reports to each of the six states on enrollment and oc="
casional special reports in other areas. NEBHE also provides secretariat and fiscal
services on a fee-for-service basis for the New England Regional Computing Pro-

f gram (a rellional network of-major academic computing centers) and the New
England Junior College Council (a group of 50 twolfar colleges which sponsors
workshops on topics relevant to two-year postsecondiry education),

AIL

The*lidwast Compact

Discussion of a midwestern regional mechanism for interstate cooperation
in higher education is not new. Such discussions have occurred in the past. At
the Midwestern Governors' Conference held in Indianapolis in July 1976, however,
a more determined note was sounded. Following44 recommendation of epanel
chaired by Governor William G. Milliken of Michigan, the conference adopted a
policy statement supporting the examination of regional interstate cooperation in
higher education. In a separate action, the Midwestern Conference of the Council
of State Governments in that same month adopted a similar resolution. Follocv-up
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action by both groups has resulted in the drafting of a proposed compact
document Legislation his been introduced in several states.

A preliminary review ofthe'proposed compact reveals a strong concern for
compact board accountability to the legislative and executive branches of the
governments of the member states, and thus the various aspects of the proposal
are spelled out to a level of detail not typically found in the other compacts; For
example, the proposed Midwest Compact specifiei in detail the qualifications, ap-
pointntent procedures, and terms of office of each state's board membership. The
govern& (or a repreieniatiye), two legislators, and one educator and one citizen at
large comprise the delegation proposed to represent each state. In actions before
the board, eachitate would cast one vote.

The powers of the Midwestern Edubation Board are more enumerated in
the proposed compact document than are those of the boards of 'control for

' SRES, WICHE, or NEBHE. Furthermore, reporting periods are established as is a
periodic review of the continued effectiveness of the interstate arrangement. The
proposed cdnpact's language gives every indication of a serious commitment to-

, ward-addressing" the higher education needs of thepidwest through planned co-
operative effort.

.36

Fifteen states have tentatively been designated as eligible to join the Mid-
west Compact. It is probable, should Such a compact become reality, that it
would substantively resemble the existing interstate educational agreements. One
difference should be noted, however, that will distinguish this regional mechanisni
-from' the others. That difference lies in the motivating forces, or the climate
within which the idea (interstate education coenpact) has been born. Specifically,
the Midwest Compact is developing in, a period of declining enrollments in a geo-
graphic, region facing lowered economic growth projections, while higher educa-
tion costs continue to soar. These are not the conditions which attended the
beginnings of SR EB, WICHE, or NEBHE. Whether these forces will produce anew
configuration of interstate educational cooperation in the Midwest or bring a new
focus to tried methods cannot be said yet. This compact, like its predecessors,
breaks new ground, and the. national education community will watch its develop-
ment with keen interest.

Relationship of the Compacts,to Other
InterstatirRegionalization4ketivity

What effect does the presence of a formal regional interstate education
compact have on regional cooperative activity outside the compact but inside the
region? Using a five-region national model, a comparison between interstate in
volvement in regions` not currently 'served by such a compact and those where a
compact is in force provides some answers.

Considering the Midwest to be composed of 13 states and the South andlig
West 14 and 13 states respectively, two obseriations areinade. First, the number
of states in the Midwest which have entered interstate educational arrangements in
the absende of formal compact is greater than that of any other region of the
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country (see Tablet 13.1). Second, the number of interstate regTonalization actions
which exist in the Midwest is nearly vice the number existing in the next Highest
region (see Table 13.2). The.obviouT conclusion is thtt the compacts do in faizti
so% a real and felt need. In the absence of a formal interstate education COM-,
pact, states tend to address cooperathie interstate educational opportunity on an
individual bads.

The frameworic of the compacts, then, provides an established mechanism
which facilitates the sharingisof human and material resources. However, the com-
pacts are able to go beyond specific programmatic needs and start to approach
policy guettions which affect not only one or two states but an entire region.

s

TABL 13.1

TOTAL STATES ENG
hY RE

TN REGIONALISM
U.S.

:, "C-
I-141

Type of Regionalization Action

Q . Inter
Regil Intro % (other than com

'..-'....

Mid-Atlanv 3 1

Midwest 9 - 9

New England 1 0
.

South 11

West 10 7 ....

TABLE 13.2

TOTAL REGIONALIZATION ACTIONS
BY REGION OF U.S.

. ,

Region

Type of Regionalization Action

Intro
Int.",

(othelr that compacts),
Mid-Atlantic

Midwest

New England
.. .

South

West

. ,

,.

9

21

4

20

13

.

.1/

.

, 1

23

0

13
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Compacts as Incentives to Further Action

41/4 The area of policy fonnylation is one in which the interstate educational
compacts have potential for incrosed contrib. By design; none of the com-
pacts has any actual authority or poWer ovef ihe'member states. As infOrmation
clearinghouses, however, the potential is enormous. Each of the operating coin-
pacts currently sponsors at regular intervals workshops and forums which bring
together policymakers in government and education who in all probability would
not meet otherwise. SREB's annual legislative worksh s one such example.
The continuation and expansion of these activities can projected to have posi-
tividutcomes both fdr the regions and for the individual ates within the regions.

Much of the activity of the regional interstate compacts is related to medi-
cal or gther high-cost graduate and professional programs. tVols which condu
such programs may find encouggement in the manner in which the existing corn
pacts have sought to satisfy their various member states' requirements forgradu-
ates in'these disciplines. As discussed earlier, the corn acts often contract with
institutions for a specified number of program slots. An institution providing this. \
service then has that specific number Of slots guaranteed for the period of the
contract. Private institutions ih particular may welcome the concept of guaran-

'teed enrollments and guaranteed fee payments.

.. %

There is e evidence that the medical service problem in the United ..
States is one of nnel distribution rather than personnel shortages'(Margolis,
197 ). If this is e case, the compacts may provide states an opportunity to
m e student loans. (or pay fees outright) to persons- attending out-of-state insti-
tutio s with the understanding that these loans be repaid through service in a
medically depressed area.

Compacteas Liabilities to Further Action

_ The princliki argument against regional interstate education compacts is
two-pronged. First js the question of flexibility. Membership in a compact re-
quire' of a state -wine Idegree of long -term commitment. Thus, scarce state re-
sources for higher education, when committed to a regional compact over a period

. of years, cannot be used elsewhere, and the states may sacrifice some ability to
make rapid adjustment to changing conditions. Theoretically this situation may
retard the development df new and innovative solutions to problems/ Curfent
evidence, however, does not suggest this has happened to any' significant degree.

The second part of the argument has to do with the states' right to sever
connection withba compact. The reasoning is that a particular state may, through
the compact, *Aline dependent upon another State (or several other states) for
services or for 4upport of a program it otherwise could not afford. Changed in the
configuration of a compact thin might hurtone or more individual member states.
Thistoossibility must be vcognized; hoWever, the notice any state'would give prior
to withdrawing from a regional compact should be sufficient to prevent significant
negative impact on the other member states.

4
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postnote: The' Compacts in Cadman

The major interstate compacts can be seen to have much i common.
Perhaps most striking from the developmental point of viet.iv is the manner in
which the compacts were initiated. In each case discuised, the early motivation
came from'the political arena, specifically from state-govemdrs. This beginning
focused the activity of the compacts on the public interest of the various regions
and -resulted in a strong commitment-by participating states which has allowed)
the compacts to grow and improve

The comPects share the same basic goals (Modified to fit each region): the
substitution of cooperation..for Miry, encouragement of planning to meet pro-
jected. regional needs, and thb most effective utilization of available resources.
Each of the compacts provides supplementary rather than supplanting serifices, to
member states, and none Ixertises control or substantive power over their member
Stale.

S
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CHAPTER XIV

GESTALTS: SOME OPERATING EXAMPLES
a

One of the major themes of this report has been that regionalism can be
and indeed is made operational through various implementing structures. Previous
chapters have shown that these various structures (or regionalization patterns)
often differ on important issues such as broad purposes and goals, funding, out-
comes achieved, and other key matters. I

6
T some extent, these varying implementing structures have evolved as a

result of )fferent broad leadership strategies utilized by state-level educational
agencies promoting regionalitm'efforts. Certainly'several related modes of im-
plementation can be developed from one leadership style and_strategy. Neverthe-
less, it seems clear that the particular strategy assumed by postsecondary leader-
ship in a state does indeed play a direct role in determining which specific

./\ implementing structures for regionalism are employed there.

Thisschapter examines briefly the_ _major leadership strategies found to
exist in the states chosen as "case states" for this project. After considering those
strategies in the abstract, the specific regionalism developments in selected case
states are discussed. This will giye the,reader the benefit of seeing some notable
regionalization actions in their entirety, as opposed to their being one source of -
data (among many) for the kinds of broad analyses done in earlier chapters.

Leadership Strategies'and Approaches of State
Educational Agencies

air .A considerable body of literature has developed about strategierfor orga-
nizational change at large and within educational organizations in particular (see
Chapter A centraltheme of this literature is the importance, within any orga-
nizat' al of choosing proper strategies for accomplishing innovations.
Regionalism, as an innovative approach to postsecondary organization, planning,
and coordination, is no exception to this rule. In fact, this chapter shows that
state-level leadership strategies are quite often the crucial factor in determining the
ultimate success or failure of postsecohdaty regionalism efforts in the states.

The authors make no claim that the experiences of the eight case states
will be repeated in other states, although it seems reasonable to expect that the
strategies listed are generalizable to other states. (See the indices developed in
Chapter ill, Table 3.11, for a comparison of the case states with other states on
general receptiveness to the concept of regionalism and commitment to specific

reg respective states. 'The reader will have to

alization actions,) The authors also make no judgments on the relativemetof the different epproac
make such judgrripts.

7
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Each strategy is presented as an ideal type, not as an approach per se that
was found to exist in any one state or states. In fact, most states have probably,
at one time or another, had elements of all three of the leadership strategies opera-
ting in their attention to postsecondary regionalism. Multifaceted approaches
seemed to be the norm. Certainly, though, each of the case states has'displayed
what might be colloid a predominant strategy in its regionalization efforts.

Authoritative/Coercive; "The Stick"

The major assumption underlying this leadership strategy is that the real
power and authority for operating postsecondary education resides at the state
level. Given that fact-the conclusion follows that change can be accomplished
most effectively at the inslitutional.level .when the responsible state agency as-
sumes a positive initiative in its directives to institutional leadership... Simply put,
this can be described a "hard-line approach" by the state agency"regionalize
or else!" This leadership strategy was observed in states where the state board for
postsecondary education has clear and designated authority over the operationi
for this level of education. Interestingly enough, however, elements Of this leader-
ship strategy were also found to exist in states where_ the state educational agency
really does not have that kind of clout

Most frequently, Jhe regionalkzation pattern to- emerge from this strategy
is one in which regional boundaries and councils are mandated (or at leascdesig-.

*nated) throughout the entire state. Although regionalism is pursued primarily as a
mechanism for.irnpioved coordination and planning, within this approach the
potential of regionalism as a governance structure* also emphasized.

The major advantage -of this leadership strategy is that if indeed the re-
. csotinsible state agency does have the requisite authority to do so, change can be

accomplished in a relatively straightforward and expeditious fashion. The partici-
pation of -each public institution is assured, and a statewide program can be put

f
irno operation-elolost immediately. Proponents of this approach argue that only
mandated cooperation can overcome institutional autonomy and self-interest.

- The disadvantages Of this strategy, on the other hand, are obviousbut
quite serious nevertheless. This approach would surely be perceived as a threat-to
the long-standing traditions of campiss autonomy and independence and would
thus be strongly opposed by institutional leadership. Such an approach, from the

that reason o weaknesseshas serious eaknesses as a statewide approach to planning and
start, risksIng the involvement of the nonpublic postsecondary sector, and for

coordination.

incentive Funding: "The Carrot"

In this readership strategy the state agency attempts to encourage partici-
pation in regional interinstitutional cooperative endeavors by making "seed"
monies, available Specifically for such programs. Most frequently, funds are pro-
vided through a competitive grant program. Individual institutions, regional study
centers, as well as existing consortia are usually eligible to submit proposals.
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The advantage of\Ahis approach is that it builds on pockets of regional

strength that already exist, a state in terms of the cooperation among institu-
tions that is =Wring there, That is,to say, further cooperation and collective
action are encouraged in those areas where such action is already developing to
some extent because of the natural mutuality of interests that exists between in-
stitutions.' Further,- this approachagives strong attention to the issues of local
needs and local control by providinb an incentive for institutions to develop proj-
ects thafaddress the needs of their respective regions.

From an institutional pirspective, the real merit of this leadership strategy
is that it avoids treating regionalism in a pro forma way. That is, funds are made
available to support specific 'regionalization activities, but then it is really left to
the_partidipating institutions and agencies to determine how the activities might
best be governed and administered.

A disadvantage of this alternative is that it does not establish regionalism
on a comprehensive, statewide basis. It should be noted furtherthat this approach
is very much dependent on the good will and voluntary participation of the inst.
tutions involved. Finallyand perhaps most serious of all critid of this leader-
ship strategy argue that this approach,, in the final analysis, results in a minimal
impact on the core functions and major policy issues of postsecondary education
in the states. Although certain projects are supported that probably would not be
funded from other salves, these activitiessuccessful as they may beare still
only an what might be called the "fringe areas" of postsecondary education in
terms Of their ultimate impact on policy development and formulation in the
states.

Pragmatic/Opportunistic: The Politics of Postsecondary Education
a

This leadership strategy is a kind of compromise approach, and one that
draws on elements from both of the previous strategies described. Timing is the
crucial element here. The state agency assuming this leadership posture will move
with decisive authority when circumstances seem to merit that kind of action; and
at other times it will offer incentives and generally proceed in a less aggressive
fashion, if that approach will help the agency. to achieve its ultimate goals and
purposes.

In this approach, the state agency does not pursue regionals r% as an over-
all comprehensive planning principle: On the contrary, the agency deliberately
avoids pushing fro* the start for something jt considers as having little likelihood
of success. Instead, specific regionalization activities are supported, if and when
conditions and needs seem to justify that action, and a-"pay-off' seems likely.
This is the political model at its blest. The state educational agency utilizes the
existing political climate in the state to advance what it considers to be sound edu-
cational policy. 4

This leadershipstzategy shares some of the disadvantages of the "incentive
funding" approach in that regionalism .efforts, because they are tied so closely to
political developments in thastate, necessarily occur on an ad hoc basis. Thus it is
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extremely difficult, through this strategy, to achieve regional planning with a
statewide perspective. If an agency ,is to be pragmatic and opportunistic in its
support of postsecondary regionalism, it must also be very patient

On the other hand, this leadership strategy avoids the major pitfall of the
strictly authoritarian approach. Specifically, it is unlikely that a state agency
practicing the pragmatic/opportunistic leadership strategy would ever take so
forceful and,uncompromising an action as to risk total rejection of regionalism
early on in the development of that concept in a state.

"Pathfinder States": DevelopMent of
Postsecondary Regionalism

California

The current tripartite structure of postsecondary education in California
was first defined tin the 1960 master plan and again strongly endorsed in the
master plan developed in 1972 Essentially, the total system consists of three
separate and distinct ostecondary segmentsthe University of California, the
State University and College System, and the California Community College Sys-
temeach with its own sphere of excellence and governing mechanism.

The first major challenge to this system came in a 1968 report issued by
the Joint Committee on Higher Education of the California Legislature under the
chairmanship of then - Assemblyman Jesse Unruh. This report (The Challenge of
Achievement), which came to be known as the' Unruh Report," provided the first
impetus for postsecondary regionalism in the state as it called for a drastic reorga-
nization of the three-segment structure on the basis of mandated regional councils.
Basically, the report held the segmental structure to be a barrier to effective co-
ordination among postsecondary interests in the state and proposed instead that a_
single governing board be established for the operation of one unified system, with
several regional councils coordinating the institutions within each region.

These proposals were ultimately rejected for several reasons: First, the
majority of postsecondary interests in California then 9ncl now seem to be of the
opinion that the existing tripartite structure serves the state quite well. Most ob-
servers of the postsecondary scene hold that services are being provided to Citizens
throughout the state in a manner that is both effective and efficient Secondand
perhaps more importantlyin a political sense, the recommendations contained in
the Unruh Report never had much of a chance. The existing postsecondary inter-
ests in the statenamely, the three segmentswere and are too firmly establiihed
in the legal and financial structures of the state, and too sophisticated politically
to permit the kind of fundamental reorganization proposed.

0

Perhaps the most fascinating thing about the Unruh Report is that the
docuMent has not been forgotten within the California postsecondary community.
As a result, the word regionalism has connotations in California that probably are
not found elsewhere in the country. The concept stirs, up emotions and memories
of old "battles, "-and in a real sense makes a fruitful discussion of regionalism
difficult even in 1977.
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Since 1968 and the Unruh Report, several other stimuli for regionalism
have occurred. The notion of regional councils emerged again in a 1973 report by
the Jojnt Committee on the Master Plan for Higher Education. Another report to
the legislature in 1975,Postsecondary Alternatives to Meet the Educational Needs
of California's Adults, recorrimended regional planning for a number of programs
and services. Eventually, the legislature itselfthrough a legislative_ resolution
adopted in February 1976 (Assembly Concurrent Resolution 159)encouraged
and even directed that further study of the issue be undertaken. Under this man-
date, the California PostsecOndari Education. Commission, the disignated 1202
Commission in the state, conducted several studies. Perhaps e most notable
document to come out of those effoits was the 1976 report ntitled Regional
Plan in Postsecondary Education. In th' document, the mmission staff
examined in considerable detail the regionalization efforts tried in several regions
of the country. Four different alternativis or options for postsecondary regional-
ism in California were developedfrom,mandated regions throughoUt the state to
an approach that would utilize strictly voluntary regional councils.

The commission eventually wen on to recommend, as the best alternative
for California, an approach that w Id include both a pilot program of several
regional councils and t project funding program for special re:JR:mall-
zation efforts. Parte ;these mendations for regional planning in the state
were incorporated legislation first,introduced in the 1976 legislative session
and reintroduced in 1977 (see lateidrssion in this chapter).

Illinois

Postsecondary leadership in Illinois likes to refer to the state's public post-
secondary edutational system .as a "system of systems." Thefe are four public
university governing boards: the Board of Governors of State Colleges and Uni-
versities, the Board of Regents,.,the Board of Trustees of Southern Illinois Univer-
sitY, and the Board of Trustees of the University of Illinois. Additionally, the
Illinois Community College Board serves as the coordinating body for the com-
munity colleges; and the- Illinois Board of Higher Education serves as the overall
coifirdinatingi agency not only for the total public sector but for private higher
education as well. These six public boards, then, provide the governance structure
for the postsecondary complex in the statethe Board of Higher Education having
some responsibility for the entire system, with the other boards having major re-
sponsibilities for the segments or subsystems of the total system.

Serious effOrts to coordinate and to bring o ly growth to this'very com-
plex "system of systems'' began as early as 1964 wh the first master plan for
'higher education was completed. In the third phase the master plan (1971),
specific attention was given to the development of a pattern of delivery sys-
tems for postsecondary educational services in the statea total and "integrated
state system," as it was referred to in the plan. In this connection, there was some
discussion of a Collegiate Common Market as one possible mechanism for the
operation of the integrged system. Simply,put, this was an attempt to develop
new delivery systems through interinstitutional cooperative efforts so that post,
secondary edUcational opportunities 'could be expanded to those unable to take
courses full time on conventional campuses. ;
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What is important to note here is that this Collegiate Common Market
concept was, in a sense, the precursor of most of the current efforts tokvard re-
gional cooperative arrangements that exist in the state today. An indtation of
that is one recommendation found in the Matter Plan-Phase III that proposed the
creation of.a new statewide organizational structure for postsecondary education.
The recommendation was advanced that consideration be given to-,the establish-
ment of regional councils as one alternative for implementing the operation of the
OSileglate Common Market concern-

_

The notion- of a Collegiate Common Met was strongly opposed by
several of the segmental inter is in Illinois and thus was in potitical trouble from
the time it was first officially nreposed. Eventually, when th4 state droposal ap-
peared doomed, an attempt was. made io accomplish the same objectives through
a private venturewhat was known as Liocoln Open University. But that effort
failed also.

Since these earlier developments, the state's continued efforts in postsec-
ondary regionalism have been pursued on iless comprehensive, more program-by-
program basis. The 1976 Master Plan-Phase IV, for example, concluded that
"there are compelling reasons for not realigning public colleges and universities,
for governance purposes, according to geographic regions" (p. 80). Instead, the
Board of Higher Education has attempted to work regional perspectives into its
overall planning efforts and has sought legislation and dollar support that vRfuld
make regional interinstitutional cooperatiorpwrioryot on a program-specifi;
bails. Specifically in this regardionsgred and was successful in getting
through the legitl tn a bill called the Higher Education Cooperation
Act said about this particular program later in the chapter.

Louisiana

.

To fully understand postsecondary- regionalism developments in Louisiana,
an appreciation of the traditions and historical development of postsecondary
education generally in the state is necessary. For regiohalismas pursued by the
Board of Regents, the state-level coordinating agency in Louisianahas emerged
within the context of and as a response to that history and tradition.

The history of ary education in Louisiana is largely one of un-
planned and uncheck -As a result of rampant localism and populist
traditions in the stay, 'xpanded primarily for political reasons. Deci-
sions Viers m and actions wire taken primarily on the basis of pressures that
were brought bear on the legislature. Thassults of this kind of growth and ex-
pansion have predictable:, bnnecessary waste and duplication; as well ara
serious lack_ of quality in many of the programs offered.

The recent efforts of the Board of Regerits to encourage regional coopera-
tion and planning, )ind the goals associated with those efforts, have evolved out of
a general awireness of the nee&to redress the problems caused by the earlier un-
planned development of postsecondary education in Louisiana. That is to say, the
main theme of regionalism in Louisiana has been one of pursuing what might be
called adjustive actionactions that are being-taken in an attempt to effectively
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adapt postsecondary edualvtion in Louisiana to new, unanticipated conditions, and
in so doing eliminate many of the problems that have developed over the past five'
or six decades.

_Clearly, the Board of Regents has been a major positive force for postsec-
ondary regionalism in Louisiana The main thrust of the Regents' efforts has been
in two areas: (1) the very recent meiter planning efforts, and (2) a just - completed
review of doctoral programs in the state. The new master plan will recommend
that Regional Councils be established in each of three regional coordinating areas
that were examined by a team of outside consultants. These councils will be
charged with insuring that duplication is avoided between institutions in their

`respective regions. The Board of Regents also has utili ed regional frameworks in
its statewide review of doctoral programs (18 program In seven public institutions
were in fact terminated). Curigtont plans are for these p ram review efforts to be
expanded to the bachelor's and master's levels.

Perhaps most significant in Louisiana is that the Board of Regents, as a
constitutional body, seems to be on much firmer ground on all postsecondary
policy issuesregionalism includedthan is the case for state-level coordinating
agencies in most °tiler states. (Few state coordinating boards are constitutional.)
This has been a key factor in the leadership that the board has been able to,pro-
vide specifically for 'regionalism efforts.

Because the Louisiana Board of Regents does have constitutional authority
andhecause the board does enjoy the strong support of the legislature generally, it
has been able to take decisive and aggressive action in bringing regional frame-
works to bear in its overall planning efforts. This is not to say the Board of Re-
gents has not operated in a Onsulting fashion with the postsecondary interests in
the state. It has! However, in the final analysis, the boardbecause of the relative
political stability it has maintained in Louisianacan and does take straightfor-
ward actions in implementing various regionalization activities.

Minnesota

Because of certain demographic-political realities in Minnesota (half of the
state's population resides in the seven-codnty St. Paul-Minneapcgis metropolitan
area), several -regions in the state are finding it increasingly diffidult to match the
expressed needs for postsecondary services with adequate educational programs.
ihe necessary- resources are simply not available in several of the spariely popu-
latld areas of the state. As a consequence, numerous local interest groups have,
over die past few years, exerted pressure on the legislature, for increased postsec-
ondary servicesmore spedifically, for the creation of additional plItsecondary
institutions.

/ The legislature, for its pat, has responded that Minnesota simply cannot
afford in the 1970s to build new institutions every times local community or
region clainis that it needs ore services. Postsecondary regionalism (as imple-
mented in Minnesota) has- erged as a kind of political compromise for,providing
increased services without equrg the commitment of large sums of money for

- new facilities.,
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Within this context, the Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Board
(MHECB) has clearly been one of the key forces operating in support of postsec-
ondary regionalism efforts in Minnesota. This agency been a general adyocate
for the concept of regionalism and has played a major in all of the specifip/
regionalization actions that hive evolved in the state.

It seems clear that MHECB has been quite successful in making good use
of the existing political conditions in the state. The board has used local aspire-
tiohs for more institutions (plus the relatively tight fiscal situation in the state) as
a lever to gain the support of the legislature for regionalization actions. The posi-
tion of the board throughout has been that postsecondary services can be provided
in ways other than establishing new institutions. The notion of regionalism began
to get some visibility within that context-and eventually the legiptature supported
the concept through funding legislation (see later comments in this chapter for
details).

. It should be emphasized that interinstitutional activity is not new to post-
education in Minnesota. And MHECB, as the agency charged with over-

planning and coordination of postsecondary education, has encouraged and, to
varying degrees, been involved' in these deVelOpments. What is most significant
concerning the development of postsecondary regionalism in Minnesota, hasfirever,\
is this: 40ft-level coordinating body, the Minnesota Higher Education Coordina-
ting Boarff, hair been able to utilize the current existing political climate in the
.state to bring a special notice and momentr to educational policies it has sup-
ported for some time.

New York

Regionalism received its first major impetus in New York when then-
Governor Rockfelier issued an Eicecutive Order in 1970 calling for the creation of
comprehensive planning and development regions throughout the state. The heads
of the several state departments and agenciesincluding those for postsecondary
educationwere instructed to adopt and utilize those official regions in all of their
planning activities:

The first formal public response of state po ndary interests to this
initiative occurred in a workshop at Rensselaerville in A st 1971. This work-
shop, sponsored by the Executive Committee of the Association-of Colleges and

iof the State University of New York (SUNY), and vani-
Universities of the4tceIlorate ol New York (ACUSNY7 included the Commissioner of
Education, the Ch
an representatives of the private sector. Participation in this workshOp marked.
the first interaction (and competition) between SUNY and the Regents relative to
their respective proposals for poipecondary regionalism in New York.

At the conclusion of the workshop, several resolutions were issued which,
in essence, concluded that the time had come for the public and private sectors of
higher education in the state to be viewed as a single resource. Further, the resolu-
tions called for the immediate creation of 'a nRmber of regitThal planning councils,
the first to be established in the New York City region. The councils were to be
the responsibility of the Regents.
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In the following months, the resolutions were adopted unanimously by the
full membership of ACUSNY, and shortly thereafter they formed the basis of a
policy statement issued by the Board of Regents endorsing the principle of region-
alism. In September 1971 the first Regional Advisory Council was established in
New York City, as had beep anticipated. By the end of that year, the Regents had
adopted eight regions as the basic planning subdivisions for postsecondary educe-

_

tion in the state.

From the start, SUNY preferred-what it called four "coordinating areas"
in its own plans to regionalize public postsecondary services throughout the state.
Whereas the Remits' regions were for planning and coordination purposes across..,
a broad spectrum of collegiate and noncollegiate institutions, public and private,
SUNY sought to Sttablish regions primarily to coordinate intra-SUNY plans and
operations. SUNY leadership seemed convinced even in the earliest discussions
that regionalitatiori efforts specifically within the SUNY system had a much
greater chance for success than those in the public-private arena.

in sum, the relationship and interaction between the Board of Regents and
the State University of New York on postsecondary regionalism can best be de-
scribed as one of rather open competition. Each f these two state agencies hasEach

its own regionalization plan, and it is ev t that the two plans are each
very much designed to establish regionalism "o its own terms." As a matter of
record, though, it should be noted that the regionalization proposals of the Re-
gents preceded those of SONY, and further that much of the impetus for atten-
tien to regionalism in New York is due to action taken by the Board of Regents.

It also can be noted that the disagreement between the Regents and SUNY
leadership on regionalism has emerged within the context of a broader friction and
competition that exists between those two agencies in their respective efforts to
dominate the postsecondary educational scene in the state. Each has authority
under the law, and consequently each is striving to become "the" planning vehicle
for postsecondary education.

Concealing regionalism specifically, it seems clear that SUNY perceived
the Regentp' regionalization plan as a threat to the icentral administration of .the
University system. Therefore( the strategy of the Univrsity was to extendor at
least attempt to extendtheir general pattern of independence into this new area

c of regionalism by coming forth with their own plan in competition with the plan
that the Regents were advocating.

Whatever the motivation of SUNY leadership in these developmentsit:is
suspected that SUNY never really had a strong commitment to regionalism per se
but rather participated in the dialogue that occurred primarily to counterbalance
the efforts that the Board of Regents was making in the matterthe effect on the
overall development of postsecondary regionalization activities in New York has
been a certain one. Regional activities have not been funded to any con-
siderable extent in New yo and this lack of financial support and commitment
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has been major factor in regionalism not developing as it was anticipated it
would in the state. Perhaps a more significant finding, though, are the reasons.
why funds have not been made available.

_ The executive branchin particular, the Division of the Budgethas con-
sistently and successfully Opposed funds for the Regents' regionalization plan.
The public rationale for that opposition has been that because of the current fiscal
crisis in the state, no new programs of any kind will be funded. Undoubtably the
rather bleak economic situation in New York has been a factor in the whole issue
of whether or not the Regional Advisory Councils should be funded. However,
discussions with various state-level officials indicated that there has been another
factor operating in the funding question. Specifically, there is evidence that the
Budget Office has not supported the Regents' request for monies to promote
regionalism because of a concern that this would further encourage competition
between the Regled SUNY. Simply put, funding for regionalism has been a

problem primarily use the Division of the Budget, as well as the legislatures
have refused to add to a "dog fight" between the two agencies.

In effect, The Board of Regents and the State University have negated their
respective efforts on regionalism. Funds haveniSt,been made available for support
of regionalism because the postsecondary inWret-ts involved have, themselves not
reached a consensus on the issue.

Ohio

df- The concept of regionalism ha rfaced in several ways in Ohio, but it has
not flourished much in an operational sense within postsecondary education. The
reasons are no doubt many; but a major factor seems to be the extremely strong
tradition end heritage of local control and autonomy that exists in Ohio for all
areas of governmental operations and concerns.

111

- The history and current political posture in the statgois clearly one of
honoring local traditions with a minimum of state involvement in governmental
decision making and policy formulation. In short, regional types of planning in
eat and all areas of government are viewed, for the most part, as a move toward
increasing centralization; and this is strongly opposed by proponents of local con-
trol throughout the state.

These general traditions of local control and autonomy carry over quite
strongly into postsecondary educational operations. The very strong sense of in-
stitutional autonomy that exists is to a largiextent the result of the historical de-
velopment of postsecondary education in Ohioi.e., a long history and tradition

4oe private higher education, with public institutions arriving rather late on the
scene in terms of their overall influence,and status in thf(state.

Within this general political climate, the success of posttecondary regional
ism developments in Ohio has necessarily been a function of the particular politi-
cal leadership that has emergedipn the issue. And, in general, the politics and
power structures in the state have never been such as to maintain a consistent
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commitment to regional planning for postsecondary. education. Thus, attention to
regionalism as a postsecondary planning principle has fluctuated considerably over.
the years, and specific plans for regional types of planning haVe by necessity de-
veloped on an ad hoc basis.

The vrhble process anddiscusSion of regionalism really kegari in a serious
way with the Citizens' Task Force on Higher Ed cation, Which issued its final
report in May 1974. Since that time, the Board of Regents, the state-level coordi-
nating agency for postsecondary education in Ohio, has been the most consistent
and visible force for postsecondary regionalization efforts in the state. There is
some evidence that in recent years the Board of Regents and its staff have been
more successful in their efforts to coordinate program offerings so that interinsti-
tutional considerations are givenweight.

It is importent to recognize, however, there there has a real waxing
and waning of the power and status of the Board of Regetits over the past 15
years, as well as a cpritinuous flow and change in the overall political power struc-
ture within,Ohio state governmental circles. What this means as far as regionalism
is concerned is this: the concept has not been able to generate'any major mbmen-
turn Inipftlfriptimarily because no effective leadership has emerged on theeistue.
The Board of Regents, for its part, has been the major catalyst for interinstitu-
tional rative activity generally and has made some serious efforts in pro-
moting ri ,' nal framework $.in its (grange planning and coordinating activities.
Thefositive-steps already taken in he funding of off-campus programs (see item
14.5 in, Appendix 1:1) are Joarticularly noteworthy. Nevertheless, the conclusion
seems warranted that-the Board of Regents has not been able to maintain a con-
sistently strong political base in the state, and consequently its programsinclud-
ing those giving attention to regionalismhave suffered, accordingly.

ro
4

.
Pennsylvania

a

The. Pennsylvania _Department of Education (PDE), under the leadership
and -strong commitment-of the then-Secretary of Education, first introduced the
principle of regionalism in early 172. Institutions from all segments of postsec-
ondary education were asked to participate in a series of regional meetings to
bring further discussion and clarification to the 'concept. From the start, PDE
assumed a strong advocacy position febr postsecondary regionalism and eventually)
placed a resolution before-the State Board of Education endorsing regionalism as

Ign&resources. The State Board passed such a resolution in January 1973 and

Means of accom I' ing an effective utilization of state postsecondary educe

further directed PDE to develop a plan through which regionalism could be made
operational.

In April 1973, the Ametrhent published a. major position p r, A Design
for Regionalization ;in Higher Education, in which it offered guiddlInes for the
development of .a regional postsecondary structure (see later, discussion in this
chapter for the essential elements of this plan). The first meeting of the chairper-
sons and directors of the designated regional councils was held in January 1975.'
In this meeting, the council representatives reqpes.tectPDE assistance in developing

10
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a policy statement on regionalism. The departm,nt did develop sevenl such
statement drafti`whilegiving strong attention throughout the process to reactions
and input from various elements of the institutional leadership in the state. ,A
final regionalism policy statement was adopted by the State Board on March 12,
1976:

Throughout the entire policy development process (from the earliest 1973
position paper to the final 1976 policy statement), PDE'' official position has
been a consistent one: the Regional Councils were to be voliktary bodies which
would function in an advisory relationship to the department. Nevertheless, there
is considerable evidence to indicate that despite theconsiltent%official position of
PDE, institutional leadership, from the start, perceived thedepartment's interest,
in regionalism as a real threat to their own autonomous operations. Stated differ-
ently; the institutions began to fear the development of another bureaucratic layer
of control emergingat the regional level.

The reasons for this mistrust on the part cif in;t1totions in the state are not
clear, although there is soffie evidence that much of the problen3 has been a result
of semantic difficulties and misinformation. Whatever the reasons, what is impor:
tant to note here ir that these feelings of mistrust have been a real factor in post-
secondary regionalised developments in Pennsyliania, and furthermore they appear
to have carried over e+.910- into the current discussifts that are occurring today.

41% Finally, ,at the state lelacan be noted that the notion of postsecondary
regionalism pas not fired well within the Pennsylvania legislature. There is iome
evidenta to suggest legislativeeperceptions of regionalism are basesLon an earlier
PDE effort to create thee regions for the operations of the state college system in.
Pennsylvania. This proposal met with a rather harsh reaction from ,state college

be

leadership, and the negatiye impaCt on the legislature, apparently carried-over
to -the broader general concept 9f regionalism. But nd this, there is also'
evidence to support the concldsion that the state-Igel professional education
community _in Pennsylvania h t been very active in carrying the case'for re-'
giopalism, within the legislatiir regionalism developments Nye suffeitd ac-
cordingly. This situation wi have to be remedied if regionalism is to remain,a
viable planping principle Pr

Utah

Approximately. 8
state that is generally r
compcipea only 15 perc
north to Salt-Lake Ci
the east of the Wasatch
and demographic.can
significant fadtors in
Opments that have

On 'the who
quate postseconda

;OP

ndary education in the state.

percent of Utah's population resides in an area of the
erred to as the Wasatch Front. This strip of land (which
t of tee land acreage in Utah) extends from Ogden in the

and, down to Provo in the southern part of the state. To
Front are mountains; to the west, desert. These geographic
derations are mentioned here only-because they have been
alining the nature of the postsecondary regionalisin devel-

ua.ed in Utah.
C

, the Wasatch front area has been/provided with very ade-
semi* end opportunities. Such is .not the case,' however,

'I
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with many of the more rural areas 'outside of the Front. A major postsecondary
issue in Utah, then, is how best to provide services to these rural communities
given the fact that there is not a critipal Mass of students available there to-support
financially the neciestan; programs. - I

The point here is that the geographic and demogtaPhic differences in the
state have entered into postsecondary planning efforts almost de facto. Concern-
ing postsecondary regionalism specifically, the concept has really not been an issue"
in Utah, in terms of ncouregirig institutions to estakolish a coordinated relationship
of their gealg, programs, and/or resources. There simply are not enoult postsec-
tindery institutions in -the state to merit that kind of discussion. Rather,- the real
focus of postsecondary regionalism efforts in Utah has been an insuring that all
regicint of the state are Provided Aith pdequate access to postsecondary services.
Stated differently, &e Concern is not so much with cooperation among institu-
tions as it is with tryinitno m *3 the best use of-existing resources so theta areas
-cif the state are "covered',' wi postseccindary services.

,
In effect, the politics of the situation in Utah are thostof constant interic-,

tion acid interplay tbieveen the urban and rural interestsof the state.- Again, one
must keep-in mind that over 85 percent of the4oPutatiort of the state resides in
the area between the cities of Ogden and Provoi.e., the Wasatch Front.' The
people residing outside of this area often argue that they are not getting their fair
share of Postsecondary services given the taxes theyareasked to pay. In shbrt, the
outlying .rural arias of the state want their own institutions and are concerned
with having to supply substantial tax dollars to support postsecondary institutions .,4*
in other pails of the state: '

The Utah Board of Regents, a comprehensive goVerning board for all pub-
lic pdstsecondary education in the state, has recognized these concerns, and in fact
has publibly agreed that there is considerable merit to the arguments made. How-
ever; given the-financial conditions for postsecondary education presently end in
the years to come in Utah, it AVMs likely that as a matter of public policy the
Regents will resist the' pressuw,that exist in the state for, expanding the existing
postsecondary physical plant. Thrcosts of this apProach-to meeting the needs of
the Various regions of the state are simply too prohibitive..

Instead, the Board of Regents his supported the approach that in the long
run, Utah's interestsowT be served best by making financial aid available to pro-.
spective udents in the rural areas of the state so thatthey can afford to go to the
Salt Lake City area and the Wasatch Front generally for postsecondary educational
opportunities. Additionally, the Commissioner of Education and his staff have
maintained that existing institutions will -have to inteniify their cohfinitment to
taking programs into the rural regjoris of the state via extension programs. In sum,,

'the Board of Regents seems committed tb increased student aid and extension
services as the most' feasible approach to take insefforts to increase access to post-
secondary- educational opportunities- o all of the various regions of the state.
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Regionalilation Act ions of National Notice

California-1977 Legislation for:Postsecondary Reg ionalism

.Legislation was sponsored in Ili 1976 legislative session by the Chairman
of the Assembly Postsecondary Education Sub Committee to "support regional
cooperation of public and private institutions of postsecondary education through

, a competitive grant program." The purpose of this legislation was to establish a
three-year pilot program f.vhereby grants would be made to regional consortia to
encourage an expansion oLthe regional cooperative efforts of the participating in-

; " stitutions. The blt1 authorized $630,000$210,000 for each of three fiscal years,
with $40,000 set arthe maximum grant per fiscal year.

This:proposed legislation was not successful in 1976. It may be significant
-to note, however, that there is some evidence that the measure did not fail so
much as a result of marked.legisjative apposition, but rather the lack of available
resources to fond the proposaVmay hive been the determining factor. In other
words, the bill, was defeated in committee not is a policy issue, but rather on the
baSis of what resources were available, and the priorities That had to be Made in
distributing those resources.

Another bill for regionalisn\was introduced in the 1977 legislative session
. by the Chairman of the.Ways and Means Committee, almost identical iv content

to the legislation carried in the previoursession by the Chairman of the P
ondary EdUcatioh Subitommittee. The`major reason for this strategy of shift ng

, the sponsorship of the legislation was that the bill died in the Ways and Means
Committee in 1976, and thus it was deemed that sponsorship by the chairman of
this committee wiWi increase its chances for passage considerably in 1977. One
Of the most,ictive consortia in the state is in the home district of this asseiribly-
man, and thus he waiquite willing to sponsor the legislation.

0

a

As.this'report went to. press, final action on the bill had not yet- been ,
taken. -

CalifOrniaRegional Adult and Vocational Education Councils (RAVEC)

The Regional Adult and Vocational Eduelhon Councils (RAVEC) were
established by. legislative action in 1975 (SB 1821), and are mandated to
strengthen, reorganize, and consolidate the functions of two prior committees

, which Shared responsibility for adult and vocational education Concerns in Cali or-
._ nia. The principartasks of the regional councils include:

fP

1. Adoption of a delineation or function agreement betWeen community
college and unified /secondary districts.

2. Development of an articulation agreement within each region to pre-
vent duplication of course offerings.

'Formulation of regional plans for the improvement of service delivery
of adult and vocational education.

4-b
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Operationally, the councils also review plans developed wipin each region to offer
new courses and/or programs and fnake recommendatiois to approbsfiate govern-
ing bowls.

Seventy-one of the 72 RAVE-as possible under this plan have feen formed.
The enablin(flegislation provided Ihe.opportunitY for regions to pool resources if
they so desired, and over 20 regions have either formed consortium or have indi-
cated plans to Oa so. RAVEC boundaries are defined-as being coterminous with
the boundaries of one br more community college districts, and each RAVEC
must-include one community college.

The enabling legislation also specified-the composition of:RAVECs with
each Council having 11:members., Four of the 11 represent the unified/secondary
district, and 4 represent the community college. The 3 remaining memberirepre-
sent the Comprehensive "Employment and Training Act (CETA) prime sponsor,
tkprivate postsecondary education sector within the region, and the county of-
fice of educalion: ; J

State level administration of the 'RAVEts is _shared by the State Depart-
merit of Education and the Chancellor's Office of the California Community Col-
leges. At the state level, seven administrable areas have been define&which
include all 71 councils. Each of these seven areas is served by a state-level staff
conspltant who works with all agencies at the regional levet to implement the legis-
lation.

Funds for the RAVE Councils cOlne through state appropriations. The
initial appropriation provided some $1.8 million, which amounted to an-average
of approximately $25,000 in operating funds' for each council. "ince RAVEC
does hot have access to funds other than those received from the state, some ques-
-tions have been raised as to the councils' abilities to accomplish their' mission
-within this funding framework. Most councils to date, for, example, have hired
only part-time professional and clerical help.

The RAVECs were created to provide comprehensive Coordination of
adult and vocational education in California. Since the councils have been opera-
tional only a little more than one year, evaluation of their success or failure to do
this would be prematu're. One serious concern voiced by several postsecondary
interests in California, however, was the existence of other delivery systems in thy,
state which provide adult and vocational -educational services but do not fail
within the jurisdiction of -the councils. If the RAVEC 'system is to succeed, some
modification extending the 'councils' sphere of influente probably will be neces-
sary. ,

Several constituencies within the state also indicated that the 71 regions of
RAVEC are too many, and that conellislation mould improve efficiency. As this
report went to press, new legislation was,being considered in California which may
alter or replace the RAVE councils.'

.
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Illinois--14thher Education Cooperation Act (HECA)

The Illinois Higher Education Cooperation Act (HECA) refers both to the
legislation which became Illinoilow in 1972 and the programmatic activity which
has resulted from that legislation. HECA (the program) functions as a competitive
grant program, the purpose of which is ptornotion of interinstitutional cooperation
and sharingtof resources: Both public aV private institutions in Illinois are eligible
to submit iirant proposals designed tif .. achieve an efficient use of educational
resources, an equitable distribution of educational services, the development of
innovative concepts and application and other public purposes." Proprietary in-
stitutions are not eligible for HECA grants, but applications are accepted from
nonprofit corporations administering interinstitutional programs in higher educa-
tion. _

The Higher Education Cooperation Act is administered through the Illinois
Board of Higher EduCation (IBHE). The calendar deadlines for HECA competi-
tion are annually announced by this agency to all executive officers of colleges,
universities; regional centers, and Itigherieducation systems in the state. Proposals
received by IBHE which meet qualification criteria are reviewed by a number of
staff persons, and each makes an individual evaluation and funding recommenda-
tion. When this protess has been completed, the staff evaluators arrive at a joint
recommendation which is then pasted on to the Higher Education Board members
themselves. It is at this level that actual funding decisions are made.

Funds for HECA grants are drawn from direct state appropriations made
on an annual basis to the Board of Higher Education. These funds have been made
available for three types of programs: (1) region. graduate study centers, (2)
consprtiassponsored programs, and (3) institutiony-sponsor ograms. The
actual.funding levels under HECA have, for the most part, been lo . The nal
legisletion appropriated $350,000, out of which some 22 separate proposal ere
funded. In the period 1973 to'1976, 81 proposalsswere funded out of a total to
appropriation of $1.4 million.

HECA provides funding for roughly one-third of the proposals it receives
and must of necessity cut the budget requests of even those. This situation has
created- spme dialogue suggestive of the need for a new award policy; namely,
fewer grants made in Tarter amounts. It should be noted that in 1975 the percent-
age of the annual HECA appropriation awarded to ongoing regional study centers
and consortia was ;62..3 percent. This represents an 18 percent increase over
awards to those activities made in 1973.

HECA presently functions With two distinct thrusts. The funding of on-
=4, going activities (i.e., theligional centers and consortia mentioned above) accounts

for over one- half'of each year's appropriation. The remainder is used as incentive
or "seed" funding for new program activity. M'any HECA-supported activities
have been successful in attracting additional funding from non-HECA sources.
however', some doubt has surfaced as to (IECA's ability to continue'botil thrusts
of its activitythat is, support of several on-going regional projectsthe incen-
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The incentive approach utilized by HECA has effectailrrncreased inter-
institutional

_

communication and cooperative effort. However, sinceohis activity
has occurred only for specialized purposes it selected institutions, iwiFficult to
measure the state-level impact of the program. in an effort to tighten9We adminis-
trative policies of HECA, the IBHE staff are considering changes which will pro-
duce moreiffective evaluserve data about HECA:" It is anticipated these changes
will proiide a broader picture of how HECA is influencing the total picture of
Illinois higher education.

MinnesotaExperimental Regional Centers

In 1973, the Minnesota legislature directed thb stake's Higher Eithication
Coordinating Board to develop and adminittei three experimental postsecondary

, education .centers. These centers, located in sparsely populated areas of the state,
were mandited to increase opportnity for residents of the areas to complete their
college degrees. Through interinstitutional coordination land planning, ttre centers
serve as off-campus vehicles for extending the service areas of established institu-
tions. In this way, postsecondary progratIcs are made available without the high
cost of new institutjeKr.

The three established centers are located in the Rochester, Iron Range, and
Wadena sections of the state. A foirrth center was recently authorized by the leg

islature and will be located in Marshail-, Minnesota.

The Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Board (MHECB) has by
design allowed each center to develop its individual grogram thrust in response to
advice from citizens of the-regions and areeinstitutions.. Specifi6 program offer-
ings are most often decidecj on a demand mode. Each center i served by a task
f composed of area residents who are appointed by the executive director of
MHE B; each task force is charged with advising MHECB on the Overall gover-
nanei--and administration of the centers. ,

Modest funding is provided for each center rough state appropriations`
(in 1973, $175,000 was appropriated for the original three centers; thii was in-
creased to a biennial appropriation of $386:219 in 1977, plus $100,000 for the
new center in Marshall). Additional funds have also been made avail from
other sources. The financiff involvement of local business And industriaWterests
is testimony to the success the centers have experienced integrating local and
state-level efforts. Each center is staffed with a coordinator (the chief on-site
administrator), a unselor, and a secretary. Local effort has provided additional
staff on a need asis.

A review of the involvement of Minnesota postsecondary institutions
reveals a irratessful blend of postsecondary institutional parti pation at all levels.
Private and public institutions from all postiecondary segmen in the state have
offered courses thrOugh the regional centers. While many of t ese courses are pf-
fered at traditional academic facilities, the centers have also operated specific pro-.
grams at other facilities. The concern and method of operation of.:the centers has
consisteritlY beeri take instructicin- to iheetudenls_at the most efficient rocation." ,
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While it is obvious that the experimental regional centers have not proved
to be an educational panacea for the regions in which they are located, it is clear
that much has Wien accomplished with limited resources. Most institutional-repre-
sentatives agree that the existence of the centers has initiated interinstitutional
communication at a level far above that of the past. La Minnesota, regionalism has
bon focused on increasing wens to postsecondary opportunity, and the regional
centers are a aucceisful component of that emphasis. "

New YorkRegents Advisory Councils

Etecutive Order No. 44, 1970, provided the impetus for subsequent ef-

J.

forts by the New York State Board f Regents to implement a regional approach
to planning and coordinating posbil ndary educatioin in the state. The Regents'
regionalization plan divides the state into eight subtinits based on geography and
the distribution of educational institutions and programs throughout the state.
This particular configuration represents a combination of some of the 11 regions
suggested by the New York State Office of Planning Servicai for general planning
Purposes. The latter were developed 'primarily on the basis of demographic and
economic factors.

iegional councils for Postsecohdery education are established wherva
mal request for formation of such a council is made to the Board of Regents by a
majority of institutions within one of the designated-regrons. The Regents then
appoint to the council the chief executive officer of each participating institution
as well as lay persons Chosen from the general `public to0 the region. It should be
emphasized that the establishment of a Regents' Advisory Council in an area does
not obligate all institutions within that area to join the couicit. Oiliihe contrary,
although each council is open to all interested institutions within its regional
boundaries, both public and private, actual membership is on a voluntary

.To date three councils have been recognized by the Regents.

, The goals Of..the Regents' Ariiisory Councils are tied principally to con-
cerns for improved resource utilization accomplished through improved interinsti-
tutional communication and tong-range planning within a regional context. .Broad
state -le al guidelines have been developed, and Regents have on several occa-
sions suggested specific methods of accomplish' these goals. Still, much of the
activity of any one particular council is planned at he regional level. The minas
are encouraged to experiment with "Ibroad.,range of activities based on particular-
istic regional needs. Viable models which can be transferred across regions are sug-
Bested to other councils when they emerge.

The authority of the Regerns' Regional Advisory Councils is defined .in
their title. They are established by the Board of Regents and serve essentially in a
consultative relationship with that body. The advisory nature of this relationship
has focused the actions of the-councils on local imps as thex_have principally
functioned as information conduits to state-level decision making.

The Regents' Regional Advisory Councils have encountered several prob-
lem areas.which have retarded' their development as planned. First and forerhost
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has been that of securing adequate fun to support regional activity. Fftr
reasons mentioned earlier in this chapter, appropriations for council support
have not materialized. Some foundation support has from time to time been avail-

' able, but those councils which are formed have principally been supported by
member institutional dues or assessment

This lack, of ing has resulted in an inability to support staff at the
regional level. Some i itut ns have loaned staff time to the councilS, but this
arrangement has not pr overly successful. Also, funds have _not always.

. been available; thus making difficult for some institqeonal representatives to at-
tend council meeti Fin =1 the concurrent development of a regional plan by
the State Universityyoof New York has impeded the development of etc Regents'
regionalization plan.

In sum, the Regents' plan has certainly not developed as rapidly and effec-
tively, as was anticipated in1971 when the first council was established. Nevhe-

- less certain positive, outcomes have emerged. For example, the established
councils are currently reviewing all institutional requests for additional program
offerings coming from institutions within their respective regions. This review
assesses the need in the' region for the program, whether the institutions's re-

' goutces-both matariatand-tomatrare-sufficlent-to'support the program, and the
. projected impact (educational and economic) of such a program within the region.

The available evidence seems to indicate that the program review process has im-
proved state-level understanding and response to regional programmatic needs.
The councils have also initiated and pursued some interinstitutional sharing of
resources and an increased degree of interinstitutional communication and infor-
mation exchange.

PennsylvaniaDepartment of Education Regionalization Plan

lnPennsylvania the key to understanding regionalism lies in two phrases,
voluntary participation and institutitral autonomy. As was indicated earlier, the
position of e-level educational leadership on ttis issue has been consistent from
its earliest ntidn to regionalitm in 1973 to its present policy on the matter.
The' proposed (and actual) mission and structure of the Pennsylvania Regional
Councils has not been altered significantly over that period of time.

The state is divided into' 10 separate geographic regions based on_compina-
tions of existinli counties. The regional planning councils tre voluntary; no insti-
tution is required to participate.' All institutions, public and private, are eligible,
however, and are encouraged to join by the Pennsylvania Department of Educa-
tion (PDE). Regional councils are formed when a majority of the institutions
within a region express such a desire to PDE. Eight such councils are currently
established, with two of these eight representiig consolidated regions so that all
possible regional councils have been formed., .

,
,t

. Each region is free to' constitute its-counfil in whatever manner best serves
that region's needs. Consequently, the various councils have disparate organiza-
tional structuv. Some councils, for example, are formed by the chief administra-
tive officers oT member institutions located within the region. On the other hand,
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at least one' region has designated -a previously existent educational planning
committee to function as the PDE Regional Planning Council. The significece of
this is that PDE-has .not established or required any particular structuren the
organization of the councils.

Funding of the Pennsylvania Regional Councils has varied from 'year to
year. State monies used have not been by direct appropriation. Instead, PDE has
provided limited funds drawn from its own budget to support formation' of the

. councils. These PDE grants have been small ($208,841 for all of the councils since
the program's inception in 1974), and, were never intended to provide complete
funding for council activity. From 0:he very first, PDE's position has been that
principal funding for the councils would be the responsibility of the regions.

_In 1975-76 end '197047, some federal vocational education funds were
used for feasibility stiidies for which the councils subcontracted. And in 1976-77;\
federal fundsofrom the Fund for- the Improvement of Postsecondary Education
(FIRSE) as well as 1202 monies were utilized for special council projects and in
support of regional participation in statewide planning. Only one of the eight
operating regions has assessed member institutions dues in support of regional
activity.

0
Lida item requentwithin the education budget for the support of region-

alization have been deleted by the governor's office in every year except 1976-77;
In that year, the legislature failed to provide funding. Further, PDE staff was
specifically direCted to discontinue making any hinds available for support of
regibnaliastion, when the General Assembly had chosen not to fund it. As a result,
there were no stay funds 'available for regional council operational costs in
1976-77. Clearly, &Alm councils are to functiort effectively, some method of
stable funding must be developed.

The Pennsylvania Regional Counciliore currently charged with two m
responsibilities by the Department of Eduo-aon. They are to: ,

1. Serve as clearinghouses for information exchange regarding proposed
new degree programs. Theseeuld originate from inside or outside
the region.

2. Review and report to PDE on all proposed new programs in
A

the
region that bylaw and/or regulation must have department approval.

It is a PDE requirement thaeany postsecdndary institution required by law or
regulation to submit proposed new programs to PDE for approval must first sub='
mit that proposal to the appropriate regional council for review and cohment.
The requirement affects institutions which have not joined the regional councils as

well as member institutions. This action reflects a continued commitment on the
Omit 'of TE to make regionalism work in Pennsylvania po dary education.
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CHAPTER XV
. ,

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR
POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

From its genesis to the publication of this report, this study of regionalises
and regionalization in postsecondary education in the United States was an effort
to understand Iftif, nature of a larger quest; it is the search that is now patently
pursued througitlik the land for better' organizational structures and procedures
whereby the broad needs of the society, and economy for postsecondary educe-
Arial prtigrams and services in paaicular, can be met. That such a quest is under-
way would be hard to deny. Evidence of its presence isiseen in positive actions by
educatofs and public policyniakers, alike, to reassess 'the validity and continuing
effectistness of,older4pore established forms and practices as a step toward for-
mulating new incl,better ones. It is also-evident inthe, negative, potentially de-
itructive actions, by some, who are so displeased with the present operations of
postsecondary education institutions as to suggest that revolutionary changes,'not
evolutionary ones, are essential. So postsecondary education is in a welter of
change: accreditation structures and procedurfs are revamped; state boards con-
stitutionally authorized to set policy for education and which historically adopted
a coordinating role over colleges and universities take on degree-granting authority
,in their right; components of the Armed Fo do the same; some institu-
tions m more intensely to kotkim a special entity while others join in. the
"open ttn

,

rsity" movement; and so on.

The purpose-here is not to catalog all of the forces and directions of
change in postsecondary education; it is simply to make clear that change is the
pattern of the day, Within that pattern, then, the questions that must be asked
are those which, when answered, willpsrlight on the nature and direction of new
developments and, furthermore, will /have some promise of helping to guide policy
in postsecondary education as it evolves.

Regionalism, as defined here, is only one of many manifestations-of change
in postsecondary education. The key element in its definitionthe presence. of
some "recognition" at the state level along with other elements permits separa-
tion of the concept from formal restructuring of institutions or systems of colleges

universities into single organizations, on the one hand, and strictly voluntary
interinstitutional arrangements by postsecondary institutipns, on the other. The
criteitiorfrof an-official state-level sanction or recognition is believed to be of essen-,
tie! s Ificance because its presence places actionsisterbming from regionalism
within the purview of state-level planning and coordination of postsecondary edu-
cation. In this sense and focus, the concept of regionalism lecomes one which
merits ination because it relates to one of the major critical issues of
the day amely, best to reconcile the individual idertitiel, of postsecondary
edycati 1 institutions (Colleges, universities, institutes of vartus kinds, andin
today's Idlibraries, museums, business* and industry training centers, the

. military government, and so on) with the legitimate i and concerns of
a state and ions within or.beyourrthe state.
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It was to illuminate the place and potential of regionaliah within this latter
conteict that this study was diredted. This volume of detailed findings and discus-
sion remitted. It is in the broad answers to-the twelve basic questicins asked at the
start, however, that the authors see the, major significance that the study carries
for postiecondary education. These answers to questions about regionalism sum:
marized below, plus a comment on which approach should be 'advoca if any,
pose a much larger general issue to Makers of policy both for postsecondary edu-
cation and for the general public. That issue is made specific at the close of this
chaPter-

Concipskins ,

Level of Attention and Extent of Development

Regionilism is operative in most of the United States, with over two-thirds
of the states reporting activity related to the concept. Regionalization is most

- -evident In the midwestem section of the nation and least so in_th reortheastem
states. Implementing actions involve many more intrastate than.inte ate regi;on-

-alization actions, although' nearly 30 percent of all regionalization actions involve
two or more states. Regionalization that undertakes coverage of postsecondary
education comprehensively, that is, encompasses all types of institutions and all
program levtqs from the associate to doctorate degree, is more commonly observed
than that Which encompasses only some types of institutions or-some program
levels. Two major classifications of regionaliiation actions, therefortre possible
those that relate' geographic coverage with types of institutions luded,, and
those that relate geographic coverage with program levels of postsecondary'educa-
tiori. Within the first 'major classification, seven sub -types appear; within the
second, six sub-types. Beyond the 94 regionalization actions operating in 36 states
plus the four interstate compacts, a number of incipient developments are Occur-
ring which are believed to indicate likely future growth of the concept and
and its use.

Different Approachekin Different States

Not all States that use regionalism as an organizational concept approach
either the co t or its implementation in a standard form. Rather, the opposite,
is true: ref), nalisrn seems .to mean different things in different states and, as a
consequence; takes on varying forms from state to stare. The different regionali-
zation, patterns in this study, developed from normative information gathered
through surreys; tell only part of rthe story of the various approaches to fegional-
ism. Another, and equally-illuminating part of the story,-came from the on-site
interviews with government and education leaders in the eight case states. Beyond
a taxonomy of regionpliSM and regionalization actions, some insight was provided

j into the various strategies for implementing regionalism. The two principal ones
mine "deductive regionalization" which assumes that action is most productive
when initiative for it comes predominantly from agencies at the state level and
sub-state implementing efforts follow, and an "indUctive regionalization" which
assumes the opposite, that action is best when initiated atsub-Mate levels' nd en-
couraged 'at the state level. Finally, a "global' view" of regionalism and its
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Irrwilemenlation is now dossi' ble.i The several states studied can be placed on a
continuum which orders them by indices of regionalism and regionalization, thus.
Separating those most receptive to the concept 'and active in its implementation
from those least so.

Modes of Planning and Implementation: And Thew Relationships

Clearly, the planning phase of regionalism in the states is still essentially a
political process. It is during the period when decisions are still open, fluid, and

. under discussion that the forces positively oriented to regionalism and those op-
posed-come into sttongest interplay. During the planning phase,-differences in
leadership style both in general government and in educational policy formulation

-gaerate different strategies and techniques for assuring a workable commitment
toy regionalism as a planning and coordination concept, for state interests and in-
dividual institutions or systems of institutions; During this phase also, differences
in the legal basis of postsecondary eduCation and in the historical relationships
between state interests and individual institutions generat&differences in the ap-
proaches used. Lt is unlikely, therefore, that regionalization will display strong
similarities in actual, practical use in the several states, despite the certain general
observations and principles in its use that can be set forth as a result of this study.

One such general observation,.for example, is in relation to how regionali-
zation actions are funded. Most rely heavily on state-appropriated monies for
support of their operations. But regardless of the funding source, when regionali-
zation actions seise funding, that funding is likely to be applied at the operational
level and nbt foc the stye -level supervisioh of regionalism. Also, roughly one-half
of the regionalization actions identified in the study report that professional staff
are utilized to administer the actions at the state level; similarly, about one-half of-
the actions empldri,:staff at the regional level. A general tendency to employ full-
time staff is noted. Legiership of regionalization actions at the state-level, how-
ever, is more frequently on a part-time basis. Another pattern is-in relation to the
administratveltructures attached to the regionalization actions. The "regional
guiding mecgantsms" used to implement regionalism are most frequently advisory
in nature; the more comprehensive the regionalization actions, the more pro-
nounced is this trend. Beyond these kinds of gerral obtervations, however, it
seems clear that the modes of implementation for regionalism are still evolving.
Organizational structures for action are in a developmental stage; the duties and
functions thesettructuies are performing are likewise not yet consistekitly defined.

In sum, implementation techniques build upon the groundworksJaid dur-
ing the planning-phases and, therefore, differences between and among different
states again become evident. Since implementation presumes a prior decision-in
favor of 'action toward regionalism, the essential differences in implementation
relate to two basic issues: first is/low to keep the momentum going forward with
as little exercise as possible of outright power; the second is how to acquire and
deploy resources, chiefly money and personnel, to sustain decisions to act. Re-

-peptise:11y, this project found that "carrot" and ?stick" strategies prevail in region=
alization implementation, as in most governmental initiatives i&ide and outside
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the realm of education. These generalizations appear true for ill types of region-.
alization efforts identified in this study, be they interstate actions involving a wide
complex of postsecondary educational programonly a few; or intrastate
7tions using either aneinductive" or "deductive approach to regionalization.

Goals and Expectations

Pressuret for regionalization of postsecondary education come chiefly:-
from demands for greater effectiveness and efficiency iri the enterprise; Both kir
stitutionat and state-level interests recognize the need for serious attention to these
economic concerns. Nevertheless, the experience of the case states suggests that
institutions are most likely to resist regionalism efforts as a threat to their own

. autonomy and control when the concept is promoted by state-level interests pri-
marily on the basis-of economjc and fiscal considerations. In these instances, lead-
ership of indivi al collegerand Universities tend to perceive /difference between
the officially goals of regionalism and what they believe are its operative
goals or "hidden das."

Economy of operations is not the only strongly identifiable impetus to the
concept of regionalism and its use. Increasing access to postsecondary education
is also getting substantial attention in regionalism developments throughout the
several States. Improving communication among all types of postsecondary edu-
cational institutions and improving long-range planning are two other goals that
get consistent but less,strong notice.

In addition to these generalized conclusions,about goals, some more spe-
cific ones related to different regions of the country and the different types of
regionalization actions are possible. For example, the goal of improving long-range
planning has a 'particularly strong rating in the Midwest whereas the goals of im-
proving aecess and promoting diversity in postsecondary edvcation programs ap-
pear stronger in the South. Interstate regionalization actidics emphasize access as
the primary foncem, while_ intrastate actions are more interested in coordination
of academic program development. Regionalization actions developed for the
public sector emphasize cost-effectiveness more strongly than actions involving all
institutions, which give more attention to improvement of interinstitutional com-
munications. Regionalization actions with legislative authorization and those with
authority from state administrative bodies both rate access as the highest goal.

Although some differences can benoted, the goals for regionalism and
regionalization are generally consistent across different parts of the nation and
also for different types of regionalization action's. An interesting bit of evidence
for this general observation, is that as this report went to press, word came from
Florda that the acronym tAMEO" is appearing there to communicate five major

'goal for regionalism in that state: Cooperation, Avoidance ofduplication, Meet-
ing u met need's, Economy, and-Outreach (Tebo, 1978).

,_Authority and Legitimacy

Nearly one-half of the regionalization actions identified are officially rec-
ogriiied by action taken at the state leiislativelevel, and some 40-percent report
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-action constituting Official recognition from offices of the 'executive brans of
state government; in short, support of the regionalism concept and its extended
manifestations is broadly based. No one model or design of regionalism, however,
has captured the support of either executive or legislative branches of state govern-
mentdie-exclusion of all others. While state governmental interests (executive
and Wslative) are highly active infecognizing and therebylegitimizing regionali-
zation, more actions consistently cite.administrative action by responsible state
agencies as the operating locus of authority.'

Interstate regionalization actions are more often the results of actions of
the. ernor and slate legislatures than are intrastate actions; regionalization ac-
dons are more encompassing in the types of 'institutions and levels of postsec-
ondary education programs involved are recognized at higher levels of authority,
thah those of Goer institutional and programmatic :cap In general, however, ito
can be said at this time that no one source of authority i the states, either within
oc Cititaide 9f the educational realm, is the sole or n the predominant one to

nature of regionalism. It is clear, however, that recognition from the highest levels
of state government is vievied is the strongest support for implementing action.

Influencing Forces

Forces involved in the advancement of regionalism as a concept differ
somewhat from those involved in the implementation of the concept. Personal
forces, such as action by the governor as an individual, are more involved and in-
fluential in promoting the concept while extrapersonal forces, slch as availability
of.iNpding, are identified and considered to be influential in implementation. -Dif-
ferent parts of the country exhibit differ ni`types of interplay among the forces
involuted. The Midwest, for example, shows's pattern of many diversified strong
forces, educational andasoneducational, operating in support of regionalism. In
the West, legislative attention to regionalism is reported as the most prevalent
force.

Regionalization actions that intlude both public and private tiOns
hava:!".u.ch more lay citizen involvement than do those whiCh encompass only the
public institutions. A commitment to and positive-action in support of regional-.
ism on the part of state agencies responsible for planning and co dinating post-
secondary education is critically important to the success of all ty of regionali-
zation acg Actions affecting.two-year colleges and the assoc e degree level
of p9 ry education show mole likelihood of involveme of state legisla-
tures than Other types of regionalization actions. Few negative forces were
reported.. The most consistently identified were the concerns of the leadership f
individual institutions with' preserving autonomy and the increasing competitio
for fiscal supporti6Otween and among the Various postsecondary educational ihter-
estis in ,th states:

The experience of the case states regionalisM suggesitsthat the inter-
play of forces within a even state is m e critical to its success' or failure than the
presence or absence of one partivl force, which data draim on a nationwide
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basis may identify as generally present and either positive or negative. It is the
4, patterns 6f political coalitions that emerge from, the interaction of all the forces

present that ultimately determine the success or failure of regipnalism in postsec-
ondary education. ,

Outcomes

The use of regionalism as an organizational principle in postsecondary
eddcation is producing positive effects at both the policymaking and operational
levels. The strongest outcomes are evident in the different approaches to'Iong-
range planning of postsecondary education produced and in the impacts on
policies and practices followed in developing postsecondary educational programs
and services. Thirty=one states provide evidence that regional needs and resources
ace considered in decisions to approve new programs. As yet, however, states are
less likely to cdilsider regionalism when decisions are made for allocation Of re-
sources for postsecondary education. Still, 17 states (about one-third of all states)
reporf that regionalism is having an impact in various resource allocation processes,
a not insignificant finding in light of the relative newness of the regionalism con-
cept.

At the operational level, regionalization in postsecondary education can
also claim a number of positive outcomes,- The Major areas of reported success are
improvements in interinstitutional communication and increased access to post-\ secondary educational opportunities. At this level, cost-effectiveness is relatively
low in reported achievement, ranking seventh among the 1(loutcome areas ex-
amined. In this connection, however, 'claims that regionalization often results in
"Cost avoidance" are notable. What the nature of such "cost avoidance" isind
how it could be measured and evaluated are questions meriting more penetrating
investigation.

With respect to variations of outcomes resulting from the different types
of regionalization actions identified in thik study, sevjral conclusions demand
notice. ,FO'r example, interstate actions show positive outcomes in economical use
of resources for postsecondary education whereas intrastate actions report notable,
successes in improving interinstitutional communication. Actions involvinglboth
public and private institutions generally report more positive outcomes than do
those involving only public institutions, but those Which attempt to bridge the gap
between the four-year and two-year segments report trelatively low-leVel of posi-
tive outcomes. A relationship is apparent between the scope of program coverage
in a regionalization action and the extent of outcomes observed, with thOse ac-
tions encompassing levels comprehensively being less productivethan thosicover-
ing only certain academic levels. Actions encompassing graduate programs report.
high levels of economic outcomes.

. ,.

The type of authorityon which regionalization rests is'not i eriticel factor
in successful regionalization actions but the level of commitment of th autho-
rizing agency seems to be. A 'clear relationship exists between the avai bility of
funds and the presence of pOsitive outcomes for all Outcome areas. Wen stated
goals are related to observed outcomes, regionalization actions shOw greatest
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effectiveness in increasing interinstitutional communication and much less success
in cost-effectiveness. Effetiveness increases with the age of the regionalization
action for all categories of outcomes examined, including that of cost-effectiveness.

Relationships to Regionalism in Other Contexts

Regionalism is emerging on a number of different fronts in elementary
and secondary education, in several noneducation state government operations,
and in numerous federal actions that either implicitly Or explicitly encourage
regional governmental planning in' the states. Nevertheless, the impact of this
varied activity on postsecondary regionalism developments has been minimal.

This general conclusion is evident in that while 24 states report an active
attention to regionalism at the eleinentary and secondary level, only 8 states
report that basic education regionalism developments are having an impact on
regionalism efforts at the postsecondary level. Where such impacts are occurring,
however, they are described as signifiCant. Similarly, considerable regional plan-
ning activity is occutiring in the various areas of state government operations ip
each region of the` country yet the impact nationwide of this activity on post-
secondary education is small. The area of greatest influence is regional health care-
planning. -But even there only 11 states report any impact on postsecondary
regionalism developments. The federal influence on postsecondary regionalism,
whilecertainly more significant in recent years, is not yet widespread.

Regional planning for vocational education ..rams seems to be one area
in which there is considerable interaction among various state-level Intereitsele-
mentani and secondary education interests, postsecondary education interests,

. and noneducat n state government forces. The federal influence is also significant
here.

Special attention is called to Section 1203(c) of the 1976 Higber Educa-
tion Amendments. If funded, this new federal initiative will make grants available
for the support of interstate cooperative pdstsecondary education projects. Two
or more 1202 State Postsecondary Education Planning ConXiisions mustpe the
joint applicants for these grant funds; interstate compicts cangalso apply jointly

i"
.with the 1202 Commissions. , i

In sum, the data show many state agencies, educational and noneduca-
tional, giving active attention to, regionalism but each on its own terms. So al-
though various bodies of government at the local, state, and federal levels have
functioned as influencing forces and oftentimes as authorizing agents for post-
secondary regionalism developments, the direct interaction and-exchange of ideas
between ttiose noneducational governrhental authorities an the, postsecondary
education community on approaches to regional planning per- has been minimal.
It seems unlikely that growing public pressures will allow suc marked degrees of
"separateness" to continue.
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Which Approach to Choose?

Several regiortalizatiOn patterns and leade rship Strategies for implementing
regionalism exist. The evidence now available, however doesnot support a recom-
mendation as to which of these several approaches old the Most potential for
American postsecondary education. More experience with and 'understardng of
them is clearly needed before conclusions can be made concerning which ap-
proaches Would be most successful in specific states. 'Nevertheless, some gene;a1
observations can be offered as a result of this study which should provide policy
makers a broader base of understanding as they develop and refine regional ap;
proaches to planning and coordinating postsecondary education. ,

The data show that regionalization undertaking coverage of postsecondary
education comprehensively is most prevalent in the states. These comprehensive
actions have recorded some significant accomplishments throughout the country.
However, leadership of postsecondary education at all-levels should be advised that
these actions requir4\ a strong statewide commitment from the startif they are to
be successful. For example, highlevel noneducational forces are often requirqd to
bring all sectors of postsecondary education together within the same regionaliza-
tion action. As an illustration, governors are highly involved'as personal forces in
actions including both public and privateinstituttons. Regionalization actions that
attempt to be more comprehensive in their approach also have greater staff re-
quirements than those that include only like institutions or similar program levels
in more narrowly defined geographic areas.

c 3L

,

Less comprehensive regionalization actions, while not sharing tff advan-
tages normally associated with statewide approaches do nevertheless hadi several (7'.'

proven strengths. For example, regionalization actiOs for specific programs of a
group of institutions within a limited geographic area are the most successful in
attracting the active participitien of busyness and industry as well as other lay
interests. Also, regionalization actions thl ar, less than comprehensive in their
approach are more successful in attracting, funding support from a wide range of

s
sources. //

The different strategies forynb meeting regionalism identified in the case
states likewise haVe both strength's a weaknesses. Deductive regionalization has
the advantage of establishing:regi apsm on a statewide basis, but at the same
tirrie, it is more likely to be resist by institutional interests as a threat to campus
autonomy and control.. Inductive reilibnalization has not encountered such op-
position and has been proven' as a viable 'approach tik several states. Critics, how-
ever, maintain that the outcomes achieved py this approach are minor; the impaCts
on the core functions and major polic'y issues df postsecondary education, mini-
mal: ; -74

ig sum, regYonalism is still evolving as an organizational principle in post-
secondary education, and thus specjc recommendations 'about different ap-
proilkhes to its use are, not yet possible. Propositions about which approaches ar

abest suitedAot particblar conditions in givers state or states are matters yet to
fully ?fed. Postsecondary educational interests are advised , to assess the

4
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conditions and needs evident in their own states against the growing.awareness and
attention that regionalism is attracting throughout the nation and, with this back-
grotind of knowled, to attempt to develop policy for their own situations ac-

111011

cordingly. I

One broad generalization is possible, however. The potential for regional-
isrfi in postsecondary education seems greatest when pursued as a v or

coordination, not as a governance mechanism. PostseCondary educational laical
realities in most states are such as to make the development of formal regional
governance structures highly unlikely. -.Further, there is not yet any justification
for such a fundamental restructuring of existing postsecondary systems. Thus, at
least for the immediate.future, a coordinating perspective shOuld be emphasized

' and maintained in postsecondary regionalism efforts. This approach, seems particu-
larly useful for continuing education programs, especially where off-campus in-
struction is iravolved.

ey
Implications for Postsecondary Education

The future of postsecondary education in this country presents an expecta-
tion that planning and coordination of programs and services will occur from a
perspective considerably larger than that of a single institution. Agencies respon-
sible for policies at the state level will carry increasing responsibilities for reconcil-
ing the modus operandi of postsecondary educational institutions, including, newer
ones operating in nontraditional modes along with older established colleges, with

the needs df society and the economy at local, regional within state, regional _inter-
State, and q,ational levels. Recognition of this.Tole and actions officially taken to
carry it out will represent further acceptance and adoption of regionalism asan
organizational principle. The miljor conclusion from the present study irthat the
concept is already welliccepteOnd is being impletnente0 widely.

A Final Policy Issue

.

This is the setting, then, for the large policy question to which the decision-
makers at both institutional and broader levels of postsecondary education -need

now to give serious consideration: How can the understanding of regionalismbe
improved and its use as an organizational principle be maximized to the best inter-
ests of all levels of concerninstitutional, regional, state, and national The
authors submjit that there are several ways that this can be done. Listed topically
and addressed broadly to, posts9condary educational interests of all.kins, they
are:

. 1
1. Act cooperatively to establish new data bases that better serve policy

wand operating decisions involving regional configurations of postsec-
ondary eduCation as well as individual colleges and statewide systems.

2. Develop programs cooperatively to enhance understanding of region-
alism by postseconOW education personnel at all level and their use
of regionalism as an organizational principle; both in-servicetraining
of persons already engaged in the 44d and pre-se-y.ce Preparation of
new-profeisionals seeking to enter it are indicated.

.
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3. Act cooperatively to improve the "policy framework" within whicn
regionalism can be exercised; state laws relating to pOstsecondary-
education as well as statVlevel policies and practices related to

reconomic development, health plannipg, etc. need revision to facili-
tate detio.

4. Stabilize procedures to: provide funding for regionalization actions;
current practiof in many instances requires excessive reliance on
sources of supt that jeopardize long-range planning and confidence.
of expectations for continued operations.

These and othet related suggestions emanating from this study will be the
subject of a national invitational conference on regionalism and regionalization in
postsecondary_ education to be held in June 1978. It will be co- sponsored by The
Pennsylvania State University, Center for the Study of Higher Education; the State
Higher Education Executive Officers' Association; the Association of State Post-
secondary Education Planning Commissions; and the Education Commissionof
the States, In-Service Education Program.

/
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APPENDIX A

METRODOLOGIES.AND PROCEDURES

Major Elements of the Protect Design

National Advisory Council

A nine-person Advisory Council, wit% representatives from various postsecondary and govern-
rental interests, was formed shortly after the project) egan in Decerbber 1976. This group provided general

policy direcditgthroughout the project. Membereof the council
Dr. Searle F. Charles Chairman, National Council of State Directors

of Community and Junior Colleges

Dr. William S Fulter Executive Director, Nebraska Coordinating
Commission for Postsecondary Education

Dr. E R. 'Jobe Chairman, Mississippt PostsecondariEducation
Planning Board

Dr Sheldon H Knorr Commissioner, Maryland State Board for
Higher Education

. Dr Eileen Kuhns' Project Directly, Pennsylvania Association of
Colleges and'Universities Statewide Study of
Academic Programs

es

ti

Dr Richard M Mrliard Director of Postsecondary Education, Education
Commission of the States

Dr H Clyde Reeves Council of State Governments

Dr Ralpt 0 Turlingtorf Commissioner of Education, Florida

Mr Robert N. Wise Executive Director, Council of State
Planning Agencies

The council was convened for the first time on February 2-3, 1977 The major purpose of this
meeting was to obtain reactions and proposed amendments from council members to the project design
(including several research instruments), Is developed by the project staff during the prior two months
Several recommendations advanced by council members were eventually incorporated into the project -e

design.
- The council was !called together for a second twp-aay meeting on October 24-25. It was called

to bring all members up to dat'le on the status of the major elements of the project, and also to share with
the council, for group comment and reaction, the data that had been gathered as of that date. The major
focus of the discussion sessions was on the preliminary interpretative insights that council members brought
to the data

In addition to their specific duties and responsibilities in these two formal meetings, members of
the National Advisory Council also served repeatedlyboth as a group and individuallyas a vehiole for
maintaining a constant close'relationship between the project and the active field of postsecondary education

Research Questions

The following questions were developed as the original parameters for the study They have con-
tinued to be the Major focus throughout the project, as they have provided the continuing themes common
to all of the various related project efforts

WITAT LEVEL OF ATTENTION IS BEING GIVEN VI THE CONCEPT OF REGIONALISM
SAND THE IMPLEMENTATION OF REGIONALIZATION OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCA-
TIONAL RESOURCES AGENCIES WITH OFFICIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR TOIS, LEVEL
OF EDUCATION IN THE SEVERAL STATES?

A. How many states are now actively engaged in regionalism is an aspect of long-range planning
and coordination of available postsecondary educational resources?

-..

B H many plans for 'regionalization are under study in the states? How many regionalization
agreements are actually in effect? v._.

C What state agencies are involved in regionalism?

1 '
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I
(D. Do regional differtnces exist across the country in the degree of attention given t ,regionalism'

developments in postsecondary educationLlf so, what are.they, and what factors m t account
for these differences? .

..,

II. ARE THERE DIFFERENT APPROACHES IrO REGIONALISM (PATTERNS OF REGIONALI-
.

ZATION) IN THE SEVERAL STATES? -,

.. .
ft

A. It a taxonomy of approaches td regionalistn is possible, what afe the variables that discriminate
t

between the different categories of the taxonomy?
1. Type(s) ofinstitutions/
2. Geographic configuration?

.3. Acatlemic program level?

HOW ,ARE THE PLANNINCe..AblD IMPLEMENTING PHASES OF REGIONALIZATION PRO-
MOTED?

What are the sources of authority for regionalization actions in the states?

B Haw a planning for regionalization funded?
1. What are the funding sources?

C. Wow are the implementing structures for regronalization mod and administered?
1. What is the structure of the regional guiding mechani 7

2. What is the power of the revival guiding mechanisms
3. What personnel are involved? ,.

.
D. How are regionalization actions fillioded?

1 What are the funding sources? ' ' A

2. What are the funding methods used?
3. What amounts were appropriated in FY 1976- 71-for operating expenses? for capital ex-

.penditurey

IV IS THERE A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN REGIONALIZATION PATTERNS AND THE MAN-7
NEFt IN WHICH REGIONALIZATION IS IMPLEMENTED?

V. WHAT ARE THE GOALS AND EXPECTATIONS OF REGIONiLISM AND REGIONALIZA-
TION7 4

A. What are de "official goals of regionalism and regionalization?

8. Whavere the "operative" goals of regionalism and regionalization?

V(. ARE THERE FORCES WHICH EFFECTIVELY INFLUENCE REGIONALISM DEVELOPMENTS
IN THE SEVERAL STATES?

A. Are there forces which contribute positively to regionalism de,vstlopments7 If so, what are they?

Are there forces which contripute to opposition to regionalism, and thus help to-accoubt for
the failure'of regionalization developments? If so, what are they?

C. Do all these Positive and negative forces operate continuously throughout the effort to re-
gionalize postsecondary resources, Or do they vary in their importance depending upon thek particular stage in regionalism developments? If there is a variance as to when certain forces
are most influential, is there a relationship between type of force and time of effective in.
fluence7 If so, what is it7

VII. ARE THERE DISCERNIBLE OUTCOMES ACHIEVED THROUGH REGIONALIZATION AC-
TIONS?

A. Are there outcomes that have positive influences on American postsecondary education? If
so, what are they?

B Are there outcomes that have negative influences on Amanc.ar; postsecondary educetion? If
so, what are they?
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VIII, WHAT IS THE PROJECTION FOR FUTURE REGIONALISM DEVELOPMENTS :IN. THE
;STATES? .

*-04 i
A. In states already actively engaged in regionalism, what is she outlook for tutureeff s of this

kind In these statei? 4 ; t -
r._

B. In states not actively engaged in regionalismno plans under study,-no agreements in affects
what is the outlook concerning possible regionalization 6f postsecondary resources in these

... states?
I

i

C. What is the qutlook in,the states concerning regionallsrnienerallythat is, as a national move-
ment in American postsecondary.education? ,.

7
, H.

IX. ARE , R EG ION q I SAI DEVELOPMENTS ON THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDU-
CATIONAL LEVELS HAVING AN-IMPACT ON POSTSECONDAFIEDUCATION REGION-
ALISMDE VELOPMENTS OR VICE VERSA? --\ .
A. If there is an impact, specifically what is it?

B.-What are the interrelationships and interactions between the basic ec>0110:on and postsecondary

. education communities vis-a-vis regional planning which help to account for'this impact?

X. IS REGIONAL PLANNING F-ali OTHER MAJOR CONCERNS OF STATE GOVERNMENTS:.
HEALTH CARE. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, LIBRARY SERVICES, AND SOONHAVING
AN IMPACT ON REGIONALISM DEVELOPMENTS WITHIN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION?

A If there is an impact, specifically what itit?

B. What are the interrelationships and interactions between postsecondary education planners
and other state planning agencies (relative to regionaliplanning) that help to account forthis
impact? . ..

. ,..
XI. IS THE MOVEMENT TOWARD REGIONAL PLANNI;GIY FEDERAL AGENCIES HAVING

AN IMPACT ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION'REGIONALISM DEVELOPMENTS?

A. Are there elements of 'federal action, that contilbute positively to reg ionalism developmenfs

within postsecondary education? If so, what are theyt and.specitically whiff is their impact?
Sr

B. Are there elements of federal 'action that are oppositio41 in their impact on postsecondary
education regionalism develtpments? If so, what are they, and what is their impact? ,

ARE REGIONALISM DEVELOPMENTS WITHIN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION fiAVINb
AN IMPACT ON STATE-LEVEL POLICY FORMULATION EITHER INTRA-STATE OR INTER-
STATE?

A. Are regionalism developments in a state having an impact on state-level policy formulation in
that state?
1 Is attention being given to a Wegional perspective" in the development of state-level long-

rangiplanniAg for postsecbndery education? If yes, is this perspective having an intpact on
the planning drocess? If there is an impact, specifically whatis it?

2. Is attention being given to a "regional perspective" in state-level decision-making relative to
state-wide postsecondary programmatic considerations? If yes, is this perspeCtivi having an
impact on the program review and approval process? If there is an impact, specifically'what
is it?.

3. Is attention being given to a "regional perspective" in state-leval decision-making relative
to the allocation of resources to thefranous components of postsecondary education? If
yes, is this pepspective having en implsct on the resource allo'cation process? If there is an
impact, specifically what is it?

. Are regional developments in the states having an impact on state-level policy fdrmuldtion.
that extends across state lines?

z
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.
National Survey .

The nataanal survey constituted the major data-gathering.effort of the project For this effort, rwo
separate survey s were developed, as described below. This survey really was an, in-depth update of an

-4 `farlieexplorato tudy.14one by Martorana and McGuire in 1976
.Prelims Postcard Survey. In January 1977 (gtiorto the first Advisory Council Meeting), a post-

card mailing was t to all members of the State Higher Education Executive Officers'''Association and the
chief executive o rs of dr "1202" State Postsecondary Education Planning Commissions in an effort to

c

establish a quick accurate coUnt of all. regionalization actions nationwidebotholans udder study and
agreements in effe The assumption here was that these officials were the one state-level source most likely
lo know of such a s

/This rna was later expanded to include' the chiejr executive officers of all Statewide educa-.
.
tional systems (as I ed on The ducation Directory, National Center for EducatioriStattstics), the heeds of
all statewide volun - associations of private postsecondary institutions (VI's insured coverage of all activity
in the private sect4 p'cl the state directors of vocational education (it seemed likely that vocational edu-

i cation programs mt pe one area ripe far regionalization activity)
In all, a ii lame of 98 regionalizatiog Ictions was identified throughout the dountry in this pre-

liminary Rostcard sirrijeS'i-24 plans under study, 67 agreements that have been at least-partially implemented,
and 7 actions (planslipid agreements) that have been rejected Alsek for each of the 98 actions identified,
respondentswere asked Po name the chief administritive officer (or the equivalei;1) so that these individuals

. could later be contacted for additional information (see Survey Forrh B below)
Survey Fol-ro`AThe Concept of Regionalism. While'the preliminary postcard survey Wasout in

the field the project Staff began developing the research instruments that would be used in the national
,survey The survey iiiitized two survey forms One form thereafter referred to as StPrvey Form A) was de-
veloped to 'gather information on the concept of regionalism and what attention that concept is getting
throughout the count as; spit-level policy question

Survey Form A was fully field-tested in Maryland, with the cooperation of the Comnrsioner of
Higher Education in Oat state Several revisions, of the survey form were made based on comments and
reactions from that fie lest

Survey Forth A was then mailed to all members of the State Higher Education Executive Officers'
Association and the ig4lt f executive officers of the "102" Commissions (where different from SHEEO)
in the several states §11kidard follow-up procedures were used (1) a "reminder' postcard was mailed out
approximately two we after the original mailing, (2) this was followed by,a second survey form with a '

more detailed cover letter, mailed approximately two weeks after the first follow-up, (3) finally, phone
calls were made to all 1Wmaining non-respondents, approximately two weeks after the second mailed follow-
up Through this proceilre, a response rate of 100 percent was achieved i e information was obtained
from each of the 50 sta plus several territories)

Two final c ents should be made concerning Survey Form'A First, it should be noted that a
-question was included die form asking respondents to list all regionalization actions either under study
or implemented in their '4riale This was done as a deliberate validity check on the data optained irrthe pre-
liminary postcard surveyieliee above) Any discrepancies between data obtained in the survey form and that
obtained in the postcard survey were resolved by phone calls to the SHEEO and/or 1202 office of the state
in question In ths, wa , every effort was made to accomplish a iomplete apd accurate coverage of all re-
gionalization actions th exist nationwide Second, comprehepsive datajiurification efforts were,conducted

Jfor Survey Form A WM t er responses to particular questions were missing or incomplete, an attempt was
made to telephone the ndent so that a pore complete (and accurate) response could be obtained

10
SurVey Form El--Actions for the Implementation oPRadionaliration. This survey form (hereafter

refe,rred to as Survey FdtA(B) Was developed to gather detailed information on the regionalization actions
identified in the preliminaif postcard survey and verified)hrotigh Survey Form A Survey Form B was mailed
directly to those individuag a] the operational level(ndmed in the preliminary postcard survey) who could
best provide this kind of acticie-specific, implementing data ,

$urvey Form 8 was also fully field-tested in Maryland Standard follow-up procedures were used
, and extensive dataipurification efforts Were conducted

A response rate of 100 percent was obtained for Survey Form B That is, extensive descriptions
were completed for each of the identified 98 designs now in use (or being cgfilidered) for implementing the
concept of regionalism in postsecondarreduoaton

Document Analysis. In addition to the survey forms and numerous exchange'of letters, the national
survey relied heavily on an examination of documentary sources provi a by the states A call for documents
was made at ti.Q separate times (1) in the mailing of Suryey Form to state-level officials (in all states),
and (2) in the 7119.9 of SurVey ,Form B teV officials at the operating level (ip states where regionalization
actions were identified) A 'total of 277 documents were examined These are catalbgued in Appendix E

Case Stildy of Eight States

Case stt.tches were originally planned for six selected states drawn from those found in the baseline
study (Martorana and McGuire, 1976) to be most advanced in postsecondary regionalism developments

s/.
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'These weril Celifornie, Illinois, Minnesota New York, Ohid, and Pennsylvania. In orderto iTisure better
geographical coverage of the continental Uarted States, two states Were added: Louisiima and Utah.

On-Sits Interviews. Structured interviews were cond'ucteci with state-level officials in each of the
eight states. The purpose of the interviews was to seek information along the same lines as in the national
survey but probe for information in greater depth and detail.

Interviewees selected on an ex officio basis were:

1.0 SHEEO Staff
-1

1.1 executive officer
1.2' chairman of state board foi postsecondary education
1.3 chief planning officer
1.4 .official responsible for statewide, postsecondary education regionilism developments

2.0. 1202 Staff $wile different from 1.0 above).
2.1 executive officer a

2.2 chtiitmenof stettboard for postsecondary edbcation
2.3 chief planning officer
2.4 official responsible for statewide postsecondary education regionalism developmerits

-.3.0 Executive Branch of State Government
3.1 governor
3.2 chief state planning officer reporting -to governor
3.3 chief state budget officer
3.4 state planners reportipg to a level one echelon below goverbor (i.e., cabinet level)

a

. 4 0 Legislative Branch of State Government
4.1 chairmen of legislative committees (those most closely related to educational planning)

. 4.1.1 heads of staff of legislative coMmittees
4 2. directors of legislative research commission or council
4.3 heads of planning offices reporting to the legislature (e.g., legislative reference'bureau)

5.0 Other Official Statewide Agencies
5.1 State University System

5.1.1 chief a'xedutive officer
5.1.2 chairman orstate board
5 1.3 chief planning officer
5.4.4 official responsible for regionalism developments

5 2. Mate College System

5.2.1 chief executive officer
5.2 2 chairman of state boards
5 2.3 chief planning officer
5.2 4 official responsible for regionalism developments

5.3 State Community College System

5.3.1 chief executive officer
5 3.2 chairman of state board
5 3.3 chief planning officer
5.3.4 official respbnsible for regionalism developments

5.4 State Basic Education, K through 12 (if different from SHEEO)

5.4.1 chief executive officer
5.4 2 chairman of state board
.5 4 3 chief planning officer
5.4-A official responsible for regionalism developments.'

5 54 State Board for Vocational Education

5:5.1 chairman

6.0 Voluntary Statewide Agencies
6.1 association for all components of bostsecondaty education.

6.1 1 executive director
6.2 associations for a segment of postsecondary education,..

6 2.1 executive director

Naturally, the number of interviews conducted varied from state to state depending on ..)
(a) the organi-

zational structure of the various statelevel- offices-education, and non-education, and (b) the success
achieved in scheduling interviews.
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An interview guide was developed for use in these structured interviews with state-level officials
This guide and the overall interviewing procedure was tested through a series of trial interviews conducted
with various officials within ,ttie central administratidh of The Pennsylvania State University The inter-
view was designed to last approximately one hour.

In all, 164 interviews were conducted between April 18, 1977, and June 9, 1977: The interviews
were hot recorded. Instead, the interviewers took notes and later dictated summaries so that a complete
transcript could be developed for each interview conducted. All interviewees are listed in'Appendix C.

Telephone Interviews. In addition to the direct interviews with state-level officials, a series of-
telephone interviews was conducted v;ith officials at the operating regional level. The purpose of these
interviews was to obtain a "regional perspective" of what some of the real problems have been in actuallx
implementing regionalization agreements.

An interview guide was developed for these structured telephone interviews. While similar to the
guide used in the direct interviews, the telephone interview guide gave more emphasis to implementing
questions and issues (e.g.) governance and administration, funding, etc.).

, Interviews were arranged with regional professional staff in the case statesfor each regionalize-
non action vyhere such officials could be identified. Eight actions in five case states were identified as having
regional professional staff. For seven of .the actions, all regional executive directors (or the equivalent) were
interviewed. In one action (RAVEC In California) there were over 80 such indirduals, thus, one irIervie
wai randomly selected from.each of ten designated geographic regiOns in the suite In all, 33 telephone er-
views were conducted. These interviewees are Itsteld in Appendix D

.
Document Analysis. In additiop to the two generalcalls for documents made with Survey Forms

A and B, a special effort was made in the case states to acquire all documents related to postsecondar'y
regionalism. The interview confirmatibn fetter sent to all interviewees emphasized thatany assistance that
could be offered in getting such documents would be greatly appreciated Also, while onsite in the eight
states, every effort was made to seek out all pertinent documentary materials available.

Natipal Conference
.

From the start, an invitational natibnal conference was planned as an integral and important part
of this project As this publication went toxzess, the details of the time and place, program substance,
and mode of conduct Of the conference were being finalized.'

The conference is to serve. as an initial dissemination activity of the information and results of the
- studyboth the national survey and the state case studies It will also be a means of leadership training for

personnel of interested agencies-at all levels and of institutions involvelio regionalism. Representatives of
a wide-range of -interests in the postsecondary policy implications of the study report will be convened'
colleges, universities, state higher educational agencies, state and federal government offices, and others

SpecialcProcedural Questions

3 1 Determination of Geographic Breakdown of the Country

Consideration was given to several framevxorks for examining regional differences across the coun-
try in the degree of attention given to postsecondary regionalism The regional corffiguration used by the
Bureau of the Census, for example, wat one possibility ixamined. Another alternative was a regional break-
down of the states based on the memberships of the regional accrediting associations. Also, numerous re-
gional analyses bad on various demographic variables were considered (Sharkansky, 1970).

The regional comparative analysis eventualfy used in ehapters 111 through XII it one based on a
state's membership in the major interstate cotnpacts 'Since it is the concept of regionalism that is being
examined, it seemed to' make good sense to group thkstates, for comparative purposes, according to what
might be called their "natoral" regional associations and alignment for postsecondary educational coopera-
non and planning

1

2. Policy on "Counting" Interstate Regionalization Actions in the States

A multistate regiohafization action can be "officially recognized" by authoritative agencies 'in
several states, If that is the case, fhe action is "counted" for each state where that recognition occurs (see
Appendix B.) On the other hand, it is possible for an interstate regionalization action to have official recogni-
tion in only one state An action in which a state-level-agency in one state contracts directly wish institutions

.in another state or states would-b4 one such exa(nple. When this occurs, the regionalization action in question
is "routed" only for that state where there is,oificial recognition (again, see Appendix 81.

C
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3 Policy on Rejected Regionalization Actions

This is..not a historical study that is to Say,Ilt has never been the intention to provide coverage of
gie development (and termination) of all regionalization actions nationwide. Rather, the thrust of the study
Vas been on identifying and examining recognized '-regionalization activity that has been operating
since the time of the Martorana and McGuire baseline study October 1973.

Thusr this current study is selective in terms of the rejected actions (plans and agreements) included
in the analyse In general, rejected regionalizatibn actions are not includedexcept for those that were re-
ported in the baseline study and have since been rejected, or those that Were identified in an adhoc fashion
through document analysis and the interviews conducted 1n--all:seven rejected actions appear in the analyses

,done throughojt the stuay. $

. DevelOpm4nt of Regionalism Indices

Policy Index

The policy index is a function of three separate elements, each given equal weight in the index

1 The impact of the concept of regionalism onsotklevel, long-range planning for postsecondary
education

2 The impact of the odncept of regionalism on state-leiiel decision making relative to statewide
programmatic considerations for postsecondary education

34 The impact of the concept of regionalism on the state-level resource allocation process for
postsetondary education

States were rated from 0.441-10 on each of these elements based on data available from the national survey.
The threl ratings for each state were summed and then divided by 30 to convert the index ;o a 0(000 to
1 000 scale

' Ratings for the impact of regionalism on postsecondary education planning processei in a state
were developed from three considerations (1) whether or ) ot irgional frameworks are discussed in the
planning prOcesses, (2) whether or not such frameworks are actually included in the state master plan for
postsecondary education, and (3) whether or not these frameworks are included in other official state plan-
ning documents relating to postsecondary education.

Ratings for the impact of regionalism on postsecohdary programs in a state were determined from
four considerations (1) whether or not regional needs and resources are considered in decisions to approve
or disapprove the establishment of new programs in existing institutions; (2) whether or not regional needs
and resburces are considered in the review of established programs in existing institutions' (3) whether or
not these concerns are considered in the decisions to continue or terminate established programs in existing,
institutions, (4) whether or not such concerns are considered in the decisions to approve or disapprove the
chartering of new institutiops,

Ratings for the impact of regionalism on resource allocation processes for postsecondary education
were determined by considering the attention to .regional perspectives in the various budgetary processes
that occur in a state Five such budgets were considered the legislative budget, the executive budget; state
agency budget requests, institutional budget requests, and requests for federal funds. Additionally, the bud-
getary cycle for each or these was eXamined at three different stages for attention to regionalism (1)
regional frameworks recognized in discussions during fdrmulation of the budget? (2) regional frameworks re,
tamed in recommendations advanced to the final decision point in the development of the budget? (3)
regional framewbrks retained in the budgetaself,

Intrastate Action Indol

Five elements were given equal weight in compiling the intrastate actioruindex for a state

1. The number otintrestate regionalization actions
2. The operanonal maturity of those )Mons
3. The geographic coverage of those actions
4. The types of institutions included in those actions
5 Theadems_program levels -included in those actions

States were rated from 0 tO 10 on each of these elements based on data obtained in the national survey.
The five ratings for each state were summed and then divided by 50 to convert the index to a 0 OW to
1.000 scale

.

Ratings for these five elements were assigned asriollovti

#1'Number of Actions Since the largest n tuber of intrastate regionalization actions identified
in any state was five (New York), the r -f di a State on this element was calculated by
multiplying the number of actions identified by 2 to convert to the 0 to 10 scale

4 .
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412Openitionsl Maturity:
10over 10 year* old (implemented before 1968)
8-6 to 10 years old (implemented between 1968 and 1972)
6-4 to 5 years old (implemented between 1973 and 1974)
4-1 to 3 years old (implemented between 1975 and 1977)
2under study
1reirted

4/3 Geographic Coverage:
10whole state
5pert(s) of a state Ns

44_ Types Of Instututions.'
10au

6-811 four-year
6all two-year
4public four-year
4public twirvear
2private four-year
2private two-year

405 Academic Program Levels.
10alt- levels seven distinct levelsdoctirate; masters, forst professional, baccalaureate,

associate, cartifiefe, noncredit)
9.0six levels

' 7.5five levels
6.0four levels
4.5three levels
3.0two levels
1.5onellevel 1111

4

(

7

f.

that the number of aligns in bstate would not affect the ratings for the other elements end
thus to initire statistical independencie among all elements, an "average". rating was obtained for each of
elements #2, Vii, *, and 405. That is, each regionalization action in a state was rated on the four elements
according to the weighting scheme described above; then within each element, the ratings assigned were

\--gummed and divided lay the number of actions identified in the state.

For illustration, assume the following three actions were identified in a state:

Action A an action under study for the whole state, to include all institutions and ail programs
Action B an action implemented in 1973 involving the graduate programs (master's and dm-

,- torate) of several public universities in a specific intrastate region of the state
Action C an action implemented in 1976 for noncredit programs of ell public institutions

ie throughout the whole state.

These actions would have the following ratings on elements #2 through 405:

Action A Action B Action. C

Operational Maturity 2 8 4
OP.

Geographic Cqverage 10 5 10
Types of Institutions 10 4
Academic Program Levels 10 3

.the intrastate index for this state would then be calculated as folows:

I Number of Actions.
, Operational Maturity:

Geographic Coverage.
Types of Institutions
Academic Program Levels

INTRASTATE ACTION IN DEX

Interstate Action Index
If, _. e .

In developing the interstate action index for a state, participation in one of the interttatkoirn-
pacts and participation in interstate regionalizatior; actiohs beyond the compacts ivere,piyen equal yieittht.
A sub-index was developed for each, and then tht two summed and divided by 2'to'produce one Intestate

278

3 x 2 =6
(2 + 6 +.060 =42/3 = 4
(10 + 5 + 10)/3 = 25/3 8.33
(10 + 4 + 8)/3 = 22/3 = 7:33
(10 + 3 i 1.50 = 14.5/3 ='4.83

(6 + 4 + 8:33 + 7.33 + 4.83)/50 30.49/50 =.610.

1
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...-
action index with values between 0.000 and 1.000.

"The weighting for interstate actions beyond the convects was calculated in a fashion similar to
that described above for the intrastate action index. That is, five elements were considered (number of
regionalization actions, operational maturity, geographic coverage, types of institutions, academic program

,levelt), with the states assigned a rating of 0 to 10 on each element. Ratings were determined in the same
manner as described above, with two Modifications.)

1. Nuryilier of Actions.
Sincathe largest number of interstate regionalization actions identified in any state'wes six
(Minnesota), the rating for state on this element was calculated by multiplying the number
of action' Identified by 1.67 to convert to a 0 to 10 scale

2. Geographicittiverage:
10 entire states (i.e., whole states with one or more other whole states)

5 all other interstate activities

The five ratings for each state were summed and divideil by 50 to convert to a 0.000 fo 1.000 scale.
The level of states' involvement in the interstate compacts was determined through a special survey

of the SHEEO and 1202 offices nationwide. Respondents were asked to rate each member state of the
compact in which their state holds membership on two factors of compact participation;

A all things considered, the level of conceptual commitment to the compact idea
B the extent of utilization ot compact programs and services

Respondents were to assign ratings according to the following scale

5 very high
4 high
3 mid-position
2 7 low

-1 very low

A total of thirty,six usable responses were received.
The two factors of compact participation were given equal weight in rating a state's participation

in an interstate compact. That is, an average rating (between 0.00 and 5.00)'was calculated for each factor
'ifrom all of the responses received); the two "averages" were then summed'and divided by 10 to obtain a
0.000 to 1.000 rating for each state.

! A special comment needs to be made concerning- the propoted Midwest Compact. Since this
proposal pas not yet been implemented, states in this region of the country were asked to provide an esti-
mate of the extent to which compact programs and services would be utilized if the proposal were in fact
implemented. Additionally, they were asked, as were other states, to rate the level of conceptual commit-
ment to the compact idea. Average ratings were calculated for each of the two factors, and a rating of 0.000
to 1.000 determined in the same manner as described above. The point here is that states in the Midwest
were not penalized for a lack of participation in established compact programs since a formal compact is
not yet inblace in that parr of the country. This approach was taken on the logic that formal implemel
tation of an Interstate compact depends on lectors beyond the commitment of an individual state fo tI
compact idea.

1

As noted above, the final interstate action index for each state was determined by adding the
sub-index for actions beyond the compacts (between 0.000 and 1.000) to the sub-index for partici-
pation in a compact, (again, between 0.000 and 1.000) and then dividing by 2.

S.
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1

Geographic Area

1 intrastate/whole state
2 intrastate/part(s) of state
3 interstate/entire states
4 interstate/other

Illustration

Operational
Status

APPENDIX B

INVENTORY OF.REGIUNALIZATION ACTIONS

Code

institutional Type,

5
6
7

8
9

10

.11

. 12

13

z

all
all four-year
all two-year
all public
four-year public
two-year public
an private,
four-year private
two-year private
unclassified

4

14

15
16

17

18

19

t

Academic
Program Level

all levels
graduate
baccilaureate and above
undergraduate..
balccalltureate and below
associate and certificate
noncredit
unclassified

1/5/14 - an intrastate plan for all institutions and ajl programs which divides the whole
state into a series of contiguous regions

(X) - an agreement that has been impl mented
(#1 a plan tinder study

.10) a rejected action (plan or agreement/

MID - ATLANTIC

1.0 DELAWARE

1tS
No,activity

2 0 NEW JERSEY

2 1 (0) Educational Media Consortia - 1/5/14

This was a consortium of 14 major colleges,and universities whose purpose was to prov a for the

,common development of media resources among its member institutions, The Departme of Higher/

Education originally provided seed money in an effort-to encourage a statewide approac o the coor-

dination of media utilization in higher education,

2 2 (0) - Newark Council of Higher Education 2/8/14

This council was established to facilitate cooperatfve and joint planning ong the/ foor major
public postsecondary institutions in Newark. The /Board of Higher Education- ated the staff position

of coordinator to the council in an.. effort to further promote the effect; use of resources in the

Newark area.

2.3 (X) Hudson County Community College Commission -2/6/18.

The Commission has evolved from what was formerly a co rtium for .twoyear curriculum
offerings among St. Peter's College, Jersey City'State College, and t Steven's Insiftute of Technology.

Created by an act of the-legislature in 1974, the commission no ontracts for/ educational programs

with these fortner members of the consortium (plus Jersey Ci edical Center) as an alternative to

creating new facilities. The commission grants its own certificat - /'nd associate degrees.

3.0 NEW YORK

3.1 IX) Regents' Advisory Councilt - 1/5/14

This agreement created yight comprehensive 41annin coons for postsecon

out the state, with all institutions eligible for partici n. Three Regional

been established in, New York,City, in. the Genesee ley Region, end in s
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state Nee Chapter XIV for details).

' 3.2- (X) SUNY Regionalization Plarilt 1/8/14

'This regional configuration of four "coordinating areas" for the State University_of New York(*NY) - one for each of the four University 'Centers - was established in the 1972 Master Plan
The purport of the agreement is to better 'coordinate the operations co4 the respective integral uni' of
SONY (two-year, four-year, and complex universities) in the four geographic regions of th te.

3.3 (X) Regionai3Occupational Education Planning- 1/7/18

This agreement, coordinated by the Office of Occupational and Conti ducation
N

withinth\ State Education department, designates 13 occupational education planni regions tfroughciutthe state. Within each of these regions, a Regional Occurional Education a ng Corrimittee hasresponsibility for developing a comprehensive longlrange regional plan national education
Programa. '''' - ,

,

A 3.4 (X) Legislative Recognitiph of Consortia - 2/5/14 /

Guidelines were issued in 1973 by the SUNY Board °flit-motes (and later approved by the Direc-t000f the Budget) under whichstate-operated campusesifid the community colleges can seek authori-
zation to participate in consortia with other educati I institution; in the state. Prior to that time,sucb participatiorirby public institutions was not pe fitted by state law.

3.5 (X) Reference end ReSearch Library` Re,mirces Program - 1/5/14

This prograir, admAistered by the reau of Academic and Research Libraries, the State Educa-tion Departsnent, was initiated by I attire appropriation in 1966, and attempts to provide access toadvance research library materials r students and faculty in institutions of higher education, at wellas for research workers in buss and industry. The "3R's System" seeks to accomplish its goalsthrOugh a statewide network f nine Regional Resource Councils, each including college, university,special, and public libraps.

.4.0 PENNSYLVANIA

(#) Rocippbcity (with Ohio) - 3/8/17

Penn Ivania/alreadit allows its students to takellcholarship grants out-of-state to any institution
nice. iscussions are now underway with officials in Ohio to make the arrangement a recipro-

at state.

'IX) 'Intent of Education Regionalization Plan = 115/14

his is a comprehensive agreement developed by the Department of Education for all postseconinterests in the state. Eight Regional Councils have been established for the purpose of achieving
division of responsibilities among institutions bnd a sharing of resources within the designated regionsisee Chapter XIV for details).

of their
cal one with

A
MIDWEST

5.0 ILLINOIS

See Capter XIII, C`mit

5.1 (#) Midwest Compact

C

Tr 5.2 1X Board.of Higher Education ETV Commission - 1/5/14
-

The Board of Higher Education approved in 1976 the formation of an Educational Television
(ETV) Commission. This /commission has developed a comprehensive statewide plan far educational in-structional television, the objective of which is to offer programs that serve specific purposes relatedto teaching. Three regional consortia have been implemented, and a fourth is planned for the north-western region ortne state.
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5,3 (X) Higher EdikationCodperation Alt 2/5/z

. This legisieut, enacted In 1973, provides competitive grants on an annual basis for programs
.

Education \ism Chap.terXIV for derails .
7rof regional ihierinatitutional cooperate . The program is administered by the Illinois Board of Higher

* '
. .

5.4 (X) Community College Trustees' Regions 1 /1Q/18

This agreement, which divide, the state into nine legions, was originally developed by the Illinois
Community College Association of Trustees for the general operations of that private agency-44.,
to *ill-tate the holding of meeting. More recently. the Illinois Community College Board has begun
to isse this regional configuration in a-more operational way for planning and communications purposes. t

8.0 INDIANA
/

6.1 (401 Midwest Compact

Sie Chapter X111.

7.0 IOWA

1 7A. (0) Postsecondary Planning Regions 2/5/14

A 1973 consultants' report recommended that the traditional reporting of data by individual
institutions, grouped by posthecondary segment, be replotted by iregional data-gathering process. The
purpose was to facilitate consideration of the possible impact of the programs and enrollments in one'
idleitution tipon,other institutions in the same region. The plan was never implemented. 0

7.; 1* Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

7.3 (* 'Reciprocity Agreement (with Minnesota) 3/5/z

This reciprocal bi-state plan between Minnesota and Iowa is only in the earliest stages of discussion.,

7.4 (X) Cornrounity College Districts 1 /10i18

In 1968, the Iowa General Assembly created a system of 15 merged area districts. Mist of these
regions have established either an area community college or an area vocational- technical school. Today,
these public "area schools" constitute a statewide regionalized system of ptiblic twoilyear postsetondary
institutions

.

7.5 (X) *Plan for Lifelong Learning 1/5/14

This is an' agreement that has been developed specifically for the coordination and improvement
of continuing education programs throughout the state. A task force of the Higher Educator Pescili-
ties Commission, the designated 1202 Commission, recently examined on a regional basil the Deeas of
the nontraditional students In Iowa five ,agions were designated. Since then, institytions.lin, tech of
these ,regions have endorsed the need for a regional planning mechanism to promote coOnfinated con-
tinuing education activities.

8.0 KANSAS

Ti 'lb) Purchase of (Pental Schhlike ats 4/12/15
/4

Kakas contricted (1975) with private institutions in Nebraska for 10 dental school seats.

8.2 (0 Midwest Compact

' See Chapter XIII

W

A.
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8.3 i41 Regional Education Act 1/5/18 / .
' fe

4,
This legislation (House Bill No. 2587, 19 7 legisli tive session) would establish 20-educe onal

regime covering the entire state for ths-pu df insuring sous' access to low-cost cry
educational opportunities. The bill ii spec' celly for community ihd technical college Pr in-

cluding transfer and Immoral education, upetional education, adult end continuing ed 'on, com-
munity aervices. devetopmental 'ducal , and counseling, guidaece and placement as Each region
and the institutions within it would be mod by a duly. elected, regional Board of T

8.4 (X) Reciprocity Agreement (with Missouri) 3/9/16

Kansas has had an in-state fee agreemen;With Missouri ire 1971.

8.5 (X) Purchase of-Optometry School Seats 4/6/15
4

-

annually- purchases approximately 10 off/twenty school nets from Ziouil public and
tensional schools in Texas and Tennessee.

41,

9.0 laICHIGAN -

9.1 (*) Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

9.2 (A Reciprocity Agreement (with Ohio) 3/8/14

Discussions are lust now beginning with state-level officials in Ohio concerning a bi4tate agreement
with that state.

9.3 (4) 'ComMunity College Districts 2/10/j8

This is a joint 'Plan (Senate BilltNo. 10110, 1976 legislative session) pf the State Board of Education
and the State B,oard for Public Community and .junior Colleges fbt, developing statewide community
college dittricts. The proposed redistricting plan would realign some of the sine's 29 existing districts
and provide for services in four areas of theilstate through contractual districts which themselves would
not operate campuses.

9.4 (X) Bi-State Student Exchanges 4isconsin) 4/10/18

These exchanges are a 16ciprocal between wend institutions in the Upper Peninsula of
Michigan and several border institutions in nsin.

10.0 MINNESOTA
;

a
101 (*) Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

10.2 (4) Contracts for Optometry end osteopathy 4/6/15

The Minnesota legislature has. raiantly authorized the Higher Education Coordinating Bperd iii
that state to contract with schools of optometry and osteopathy located in other states for seats for
Minnesota residents. A-total of $2171000 was appropriated for this purpose with the number of place-
ments ndt to exceed 10 in colleges of osteopathy and 13.in colleges of optometry.

10.3 ( *) Reciprocity Agreement (with lows) 3/5/z

This proposed bi-state plan is only in the earliest discussion stages.

10.4 (41 Reciprocity Agreement twIth South Dakota) 3/8/14

284 ,

305



-

This plan has been under discussion since 1975 and would involve all public institutions in both

states. Under, this plan, students would be granted entrance to institutions in the neighboring state
according to the same terms, conditions, and fees which govern entrance to those institutions beg resi-

lots of the state in which the institutions are located.
t

10.5 (X) Experimental Regional Centers 2/5/14

The Higher Ed ion Coordinating Board has established afour legislatively mandated Regional

Canters as a way of fishing increased educational opportunitiei for Minnesota residlints without

the need for new educational facilities (see Chapter XIV for details).

Oft

10.8 (X) Multi-State Library Agreement 7 315/14 , . ,.
r c ..'

e,

This is an agreement between Minnesota and libraries in Worth Dakota, South Dakota, and WiS. ,i

cousin for the purpose of providing joint and cooperative library services in areas where the distribution --
of population Frtakei the provision of library service on an intirstaie basis the most effective way to

provide adequate and efficient services. p. "1"

10.7 (X) Reciprocity Agreement (with North Dakota) 3/8/14

This is a bi-state reciprocity agreement for public postsecondary education between Minnesota
and North Dakota.

10.8 (X) Reciprocity Agreement (with Wisconsin) = 3/8/14

This is. a reciprocity agreement of Iting-standing between these two states. Under the agreement,ent,

any and all Minnesota residents are eligible to attend public collegiate institutions in Wisconsin as
undergraduate, graduate, and professional students on the same beat for admission and tuition pur-
poses that Wisconsin residents etttnd the same institutions, and vice versa. At the end of each aca-
demic year, each state determine, its "net tuition loss" (i.e., the difference between the aggregate
amount of tuition that would have been paid to a state by residents of the other stathad the agree-
ment hot been in effect and the aggregate amount of tuition actually paid to that state brresidents

of the other state). The state with the greater net tuition loss receives from the other state an amount
equal to the difference in the net tuition loss between the two states. All payments are made by one
state to the other. Allocation of funds to the individual institutions to meet the costs associated with

-the agreement are the responsibility of each respective state.

11.0 MISSOURI

11211.#1 Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

12.0 NEBRASKA

12.1 OP Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

12.2 OP Five-State Regional Veterinary School 3/9/.15

L

\ This is a plan fgr Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming to Oen an'
interstate regional veterinary school. The proposal has been under study for several years and is cur-

:
rently in the model refinement stage.

12.3 (Ail- Regional Delivery Systems forContinuing and Adult Education Programs ;2/8/14

This is a proposed plan involving all public postsecondary institutions for the delivery of, adult
and continuing education programs throughout the state. No specific statewide geographical config-
uration has yet emerged. However, one region is beginning to move toward implementation with fund-
ing support from institutions within the region.
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. 1 (X) Community College Districts 1/10/18'

In 1975 the Nebraska legislature (Legislative Bill 344) returned two-year institutions in the state
to more local control and funding by abolishingthe State Boarckf or Technical Community Colleges and
creating in its stead six technical community college ireig,itecfils7erned by an elected Technical Com-
munity College Board of Governors.

13.0 NORTH DAKOTA

13.1 (401 Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

13.2 ($ Five-State Regional Veteriniiry School -.3/9/15

See item 12.2.

13.3 IX) Reciprocity Agreement (with Minnesota) 3/8/14

. See item 10.7.

13.4 OQ Contracts for Veterinary Medicine, Dentistry, and Optometry 4/6/15

The State Board of Higher Education has legislative authorization (House Bill No. 1286) to enter
into egnitments with institutions of higherlearning in other states for the purpoke of utilizing the
educational facilities of these institution; for teaching North Dakota students. Currently, North Dakota
contracts with institutions on Minnesota, Iowa, and Kansas for veterinary medicine, dentistry, and
optometry programs.

14.0 OHIO

14.1 144 Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

14.2 (#) Reciprocity Agreement (with Michigan) 3/8/14

The Ohio legislature (Senate Bill No. 94, 1977 legislative session) has authorized the Board of
Regents in that state to enter into reciprocal arrangements with neighbwing states to permit the pay-
ment of in-state higher education fees by out-of-state residents and to permit the granting of financial
aid to state residents who attend out-cNtate institutions. Discussions are currently underway with
state education officials in Michigan.

14.3 I* Reciprocity Agreement (with Pennsylvania) 3/8/17

Under the 'erne legislative authorization described in item 14.2 above, discussions concerning
interstate reciprocity are occurring with officials in Pennsylvania.

14.4 (X) Health Education Manpower Regions 1/5/15

The Board of Regents has utilized regional perspectives in its planning efforts for health personnel
education. Specifically, six health manpower education regions have been established throughout the

Atriastate in an effort to create a viable structure for interinstituti 1 cooperation in both research and
education within the respective regions. In one of these regi , a group of universities have formed
a consortium to develop a new Joint medical school the Northeastern Ohio.l.lniversities' Medical
School. 4---- 6
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14.5 (X) Plan for Off-Campus Programs 2/5/14

This program for coordinating the off-campas offerings of the public colleges and universities in

Ohio places major responsibility for carrying out and documenting coordination efforts on the indi-
vidual institutions working within their legal and/or traditional.geographierservice areas. The Board of
Regents 'ton the effectiveness of such efforts by requiring each state-assisted campus to submit a

plan for off programs whieh° includes a locally determined-mixes: for assuring due regard for
other campuses whom interests ay be affected. The board, when satisfied, authorizes state financial
support for the proposed off-campus programs:

At 14.6 (X) Northeast Ohio ETV 1/9/15

This is an educational television station jointly owned and operated by three public universities.
the program did receive some $290,000 in state appropriations in FY 1976-77.

V

14.7 (X) Regional Operating Units for Two-Year Campusus 1/5/18

There are five different types of two-year institutions in Ohio. The Board of Regents, in an effort
to further develop a statewide system of postsecondary education, has periodically considered the
establishment of regional operating units for all of the two-year campuses. Toward this end, legislation
has been enacted (Senate Bill No. 229, 1977 legislative session).thn.changes the designation of the

state generaltind technical colleges to "state community colleges," ablishes criteria for the creation
of state community college districts, and assigns to these new state community colleges most of the
powers end duties of the existing community colleges. The legislation also provides that a state corn-/s munity college can in fact become a community college, wpon proper amendment of its charter by its
Board of Trustees;

15.0 OKLAHOMA

15.1 (#1 Midwest Compact

See Chapter X III.

15.2 (#1 Extension and Public Service Program 1/5/14

This is a proposed state policy for extension education programs (credit). The state would be
divided into nine regions or "service areas." The plan has been under consideration since early 1975.

15.3 (411 Community College/Vocational Education Regions 1/10%18

The Oklahoma Ste Regents for Higher Education lave long been on ,,record as favoiing the
development of a regional structure for public juhior colleges and the state's aiva vocational-technical
schools. The plan, as currently envisioried, would dwide the state into 11 lc/regions, primarily
for planning and coordinating purposes. In the discussions that have occurred, r, consideration
has been given to operating all existing two-year colleges4ind technical institutes in the respective
regions as single administrative units under the jurisdiction of separate regional governing boards.,

16.0 SOUTH DAKOTA

'16.1 (444 Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

'6.21#1 Five-State Regional Veterinary School 3/9/15

See item 12.2.

16.3 (#) Reciprocity Agreement (with Minnesota) 3/8/14

See item 10.4.
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17.0 WISCONSIN

N.1(0 Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

1P.2 IX) West Central Wisconsin Consortium 2/9/14

This consortium agreement was approved for implementations by the University of Wisconsin
Board of Regents in 1973. The consortium initially concerned itealf with the problem of identifying
needs of the citizens of west central Wisconsin end with determining how the financial and human
resources of institutions could be brought together to resolve those needs. Another, responsibility

diesumeci by the casorthem is that of program audit, reviett, and planning of graduate studies.

17.3 IX) Northeast Wisconsin Regional Cooperative Graduate Center 2/9/15

In late 1973, three tasltiorces were formed to conduct regional reviews of graduate programs at
masters and specialist levels in each of the four regions of *testate southern, northeast, west central,
end northwest Wisconsin. Attention was to be given to possible replication of certain programs among
institutions in the respective regions; and this was to be the first step toward establishment.of regional
cooperative graduatecenters. Out of these efforts, University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh wee designated as,
the Regional Cooperative Graduate Center for graduate brograrnming in Northeastern Wisconsin.

17.4 (X) Urban Corridor Consortium 2/9/16
V

This is a. joint venture of the four University of Wisconsin campuses at Green Bay, Milwaukee,
Oshkosh, and Parkside. This membership reflects the location of the campuses in industrial cities of the
Lake Michigan shoreoregion and their focus on providing education in an urban environment. Estab-
lished in the fall of 1965, it has as its main Purpose the facilitation of communications and cooperation
between faculty members at the four member institutions.

17.5 (X) Joint Administrative Committee On Continuing Education Regional Councils 1/8/19

in the fall of 1972, three joint state -level administrative~ committees were appointed by the State
Directo,r of the Wisconsin Board of Vocational, Technical, and Adult Education and the President of
the University of Wisconsin.System to help coordinate selected activities effecting both systems. In the
area of continuing education, Regional Councils have been established tgroughoueshe state to assist
the state committee in its efforts to avoid unnecessary duplication and insure efficient cialivery of
continuing education fervices. Activity of the councils is primarily in the areas of review en a develop-
ment of statewide policy recommendatjons and comMunication of program information.

11.6 (X) Lake Superior Association of Collages and U ities 4/6/16

This consortium includes institutions from Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and the Province of
Ontario. Member institutions share faculty, program entitlements, and research facilities. The con-
sortium also facilitates student transfer and inter-unit registrations.

17.7 (X) Reciprocity Agreement (with Michigan/ 4/10/18

See item 9.4.

17.8 (X) Reciprocity Agreement (with Minnesota) 3/8/14

ie item 10.8.

NEW ENGLAND

48.0 CONNECTICUT
a. -

a
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18.1 (0) Consortium for Urban Studies 2/5/17
J

This consortium was ir4ially established by private institutions for sharing resowices in the urban

study field. Later, public institutions joined, and the consortium once eiiel; studied tie feasibility of
forming a regional university. Most recently, the inability of the public institutions to net their mem-

bershipliership dues obligations has forced the consortium to close. S

r ti

18.2 4* Regional PostsecondaryConsortie 2/5/14
sae,

40411. The 1976 Biennial tupplemebt to the Master Plan gave strong attention to regional plamjebta,

eipecially with reference to the improvement of continuing education opportunities. Regional*n-
werewere recommended as one administrative mechanism for coordinating continuing edusgAn

programs and carrying out the related policies of. the Commissiog, foi Higher Education. These-4`cii-

, sortie would serve as regional information centers and provide counseling regarding continuing edu4

tion programs.

18.3 (X) Higher Education Centers 2/5/17 \
This is a facilities-sharing concept and involves the construction ekf facilities to be shared by...re-

gional community colleges, state technical colleges, and two -year brares of the Upiveirsity of Con-

nErcticut. One such center hes been partially implemented. Originally, it` kvas to house three public
colleges anti a residential facility for the mentally retarded. It was also to rovide some facilitieS for

a nearby private two-year college. No ether higher education centers have been,spproved by the legis-

lature

18.4 (X) Regional Planning Districts 1/5/14
\

. \
_ A Title I study done for the C9mmiSsion for Higher Education in 1971 recommeled the estab-

lishment of six regionalplanning dtStricts, primarily for program development among the institutions
within the respective regions. These regions have since been established, and within each the presidents
of the institutions andstaff of the commission meet regularly tb share information, to Identify needs,

and to consider cooperative ways of meeting those needs. it is expected that the regions will fd ally

Participateina new program approval process.

185 (X) NEBHE

See Chapter XIII

19.0 MAINE

19.1 (X) NEBHE

See Chapter X111.

20.0 MASSACHUSETTS

20.1 (X) NEBHE

See Chapter XIII

21.0 NEW HAMPSHIRE

211 (X) NEBHE

See Chapter X III

22.0 RHODE ISLAND

22.1 (X) NEBHE
ti

See Ch Xill.

f
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23.0 VERMONT -

23.1, (X) NEBHE

See Chapter X I I I.

SOUTH

24.0 ALABAMA

24.1 (X) Junior College/Regional Technical Institute Linkage Program 1/5/18

Thiltis a consortium part.morn 21 junior colleges and the Regional Technical Institute (RT!), a
division of the School of Public and Allied Health at the University of Alabama in Briminghem. RTI
was constructed in 1971 with funds from both the Rppalechisn Regional Commission and the state of
Alabama Concurrent with these activities, plans were developed for setting up:a Unitive between junior
colleges in the state and RTI. Essentially, the linkage agreement calls for junior colleges to-offer the
general education aspects of shied health curricula, and for RTI to provide the second year of technical
study and clinical eiperiince. The basic objective of the program is to Wei the available resources as.
efficiently as possible to meet the state's needs for allied health manpower.

24.2 (X) Sea Grant Consortium (with Mississippi) 3/9/16

24.3 (X) SREB

See Chapter XIII.

25.0 ARKANSAS.

25.1 (X) SREB

See Chapter XIII.

26.0 FLORIDA

26.1 (#) Plan for the Improvement of Public Education 1/5/17

This is a plan currently uhder cliscussion within the Department of Educatron for .coordinating
continuing education ipecifically,, for pre-service and in-service educational programs. The plan
would divide the state into six regions and would involve both public and private institutions.

213.2 (X) Regional Coordinating Councils Vocational Education, Adult Education, and Community
Instructional Services 1/8/)9

- This is a program for noncredit adult education programs. Specifically, it is for community in-
structional services, defined as noncredit educational activity which is directed toward the resolution of
community-problems related to hoe th, environment, safety, htiman relations, government, child rearing,

' brad/or consumer economics. The regiment requires that each of 28 regional coordinating councils
throughout the state meets and rees on the priorities in coniinunity problems, anti develops course
proposals for community instructional Services accordingly. In this way, it is hoped that actions of the
councils will help to prevent competition between delivery systems for resources, tsalriaP of services,
and gaps in meeting the needs of the community.

26.3 (X/, Southeastern Florida Educational Consortium 2/87z

This is a regional, voluntary consortium which, as of 1977, is supported by state funding. Broward
Community College, Florida International University, and Miami-Dade Community College cor_ Lgi rise
the consortia, the purpose of which. is to provide comprehensive postsecondary educitional opportun-
ities to all citizens of Broward anliede Counties, without needless and costly duplication of effort.
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26.44X) SREB -

Se* Chapter XIII. /

27.0 GEORGIA .,--

27.1 IX) SREB ,

See Chapter XIII.

-....

26.0 '),14.5NTUCKY
t

%,

28.1 OP Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

28.2 (X) Owensboro Consortium 2/6/15

I

e f

5,

This is a consortium, supported in part by state appropriations, that endeavors to bring graduate
level educational, opportunities to the Owensboro-Daviess County area. Local colleges' provide class-
room space for graduate classes, while the consortium provides library and audiovisual equipment.
Degrees are conferred by the parent institutions, Murray State University and Western Kentucky Uni-
versity. *.

,

28.3 (X) Kentuckiana Metroversity 4/6/15

This consortium, located in Louisville, Includes institutions from both Kentucky and Indiana.
It receives direct appropriations from the Kentucky legislature, as well as monies through the Council
on Public Higher Education in that state.

'

28.4 (X) Eagle University (with'Tennesae) 4/5/14 ,i--
This consortium, which includes 11 institutions (public and private) from Kentucky, Tennessee,

Florida, and Indiana, is located on Fort Campbell%Military Base in Kentucky. The consortium has an
official status with bbth the Council on Public Higher Education in Kentucky and the Ten Higher

Education Commission. It gives special 'consideration to the programmatic'needs of milita=sonnell

28.5 IX) SREB
.\1

,.

.., See Chapter XIII.

29.0 LOUISIANA

29.1 I* Mast er Plan Planning Regions 1/6/14

..0

The new master plan_ will recommend that regional councils be established in each of the several
- Areas examined by a teem of consultants hired to mist iv) the master planning efforts. These regional

councils. will most Likely be composed of faculty and administration representatives from-Institutions
in the respective regions. The hope is for the councils to be permanent standing groups charged with
examining and defining areas for cooperation, and in this way helping to avoid duplication among
various postsecondary interests in close geographic prcixinlityto each other.

. _

19.2 IWO Center for Advericed Study in Educition (CASE) 2/9/18

/ . r
The' Louisiana Board of Regents recently concluded a comprehensive review of all doctoral pro-

grains in the state. CASE was created as a niiiult of those efforts. It brings togdthei in a consortial
arrangement what were formilly three independent doctoral programs in education.

1#
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29.3 (XI Plan for Vocationscal Education 1/z/18 .'
Regionalism has been used as a deliberate planning principle in the development and operation of

the publkc Area Vocational Technical Schools. This plan is legislatively authorized "(Act 209' 1973
legislative\ session) end is administered by the Board for 'Elementary and Secondary Education in its
cepacity,is the State Board for Vocational Education. It is strictly for certificate vocational-technical
Programs a tilizes a configuration of eight planning regionsthroughout the state in an effort to pre-

ucational opportunities while making the most efficient and effective available

29.4 (X) Service Areas for Off-CampusPrograms 118/14

The Board of Regents has issued guidelines which define the geographic areas in which public
postsecondary institutions may operate for the purposes -of lower level undergraduate, upper level
underfaeduats, and graduate off-cempus instruction. Each institution must stay within its own desig-
nated arse and can go into another service area with off-campus programs only if the Regents ;Vent
permission to do so.

29.V(Xi SREB

,See Chapter XIII.

30.0 MARYLAND e o

(4/) Regional Role and Mission in Master Plan 1/5/14

*44
The Maryland State Board for Higher Education is giving'serious attention to regional concepts

in its current on-going master planning efforts. A legislative subcommittee on budget and taxation re-
' cently passed resolutions directing the board to give special attention, in the development of the new

master plan. to problems that are beginning to emerge specifically within the Lower Eastern Shore
region of the state and the Greater Baltimore Area.

4 30.2 (X) Charge -Back for Two-Year Occupational Programs 2/10/18

This is a program being developed by the Maryland State Board for Community Colleges to imple-
ment a charge-beck system for high-cost two-year occupational programs in the state. The Maryland
legislature has repeatedly rejected charge-back legislation for Community Colleges; the current efforts
are being made with federal vocational education funds. Standard geographic regions per as are notse.
defined in the plan Rather, regionalism is being pursued on a programmatic basis. Only those programs"
that the Community College Board dirlignates as.''regionar otarlify for the federal charge -back funds.

30,3 (X) Contracts for Optometry and Veterinary Medicine 4/6/15

The Maryland State Board for Higher Education contracts directly with institutions in' Illinois
and Pennsylvania for optometry seats and with an institution in Ohio for seats in a school of veterinary
medic i ne

30.4 (X) SREB

See Chapter X I I I.

31.0 MISSISSIPPI

/

31 1 (X) Universities Center 2/9/16

The University Of Mississippi, Mississippi State University, and The University of Southern Missis-
sippi have joined together, under the jurisdiction (and funding) of the Board of Trdstees of State lastitu-
mins of Higher Learning, to provide a coordinated, cooperative program of instruction, resiiiirch, seal
service to the Greater Jackson area. The center is a means of providing a variety of off-campus services,
with primary emphasis on continuing education and in-service training for businessend professional per-
sons in Jackson
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31.2 (X) Gulf Coast Research Lab 4/8/18

This is a consortium for marine science programs, involving both public and private institutions
in:several states. The laboratory is governed by the Misessippi Board of Trustees of State4Institutions

a of Higher Learning.

31.3 (X) Sea Grant Consortium (with Alabama). 3/9/14,

31.4 (X*SREB

See Chapter XIII.

32.0 NORTIfCAROLINA'

'32.1 (X) SREB

See Chapter XIII.

3..tlkSOUTH CAROLINA

33.1 (X) Charleston Consortium 2/5/14

This consortium, which includes one grivate and four public institutions, provides a forum for
regional planning the Charleston area is! in this way aids in the minimizing of unhecessary dupli-
cation there. The South Carolina Commission on Higher Education has been an active partitipa9t in
the development of this consortium.

33.2 (X) SREB

Chapter XIII.

34.0 TENNESSEE
4

34.1 (X) Boantof Regents' Regionalization Plan 1/8/14

This agreement waiapproved by the Board of Regents in June 1975 and includes only insti-
tutions within the University of Tennessee system. It divides the state into 18 regions.

34.2 (X) Regionalized Off-Campus Progfams 1/8/14

This agreement has been developed primarily through action of the Tennessee Higher Education
Commission. It utilizes a service area concept in encouraging cooperation between institutions in the
development of off-campus programs.

34.3 (X) Eagle University (with Kentucky) 4/5/14

See item 28.4.

34.4 (X) SREB

See Chapter X III.

35.0 TEXAS

a



316 Oa _Northeast Tekai Association of Graduate Education and Research (TAGER) 21/5/16

This is an "electronic consdrdum" which shares educationil resources through is closed circuit
television network. The network interconnects nine colleges and universities in the region, 111 well al-
the facilities of seven large corporations, and in this way has enabled the institutions to tap a new
student market among corporate employees.

Reaonal Higher Education Councils fot Off-Campus Courses 1/5/14

Legislation enacted in 1975 (Senate, Bill 706) requires that all public ppetsecondary off-campus
credit courses be approved by thq Coordinating Board, Texas Collage and University System. To carry
out this responsibility, the coordinating board has designated eight Regional Higher Education Councils,
throughout the state, each of which develops an annual mem'', plan for off-campus programs to be
offered in the following academic year. These plans are then submitted tolthe coordinating board for
final review and action..

35.3 (X) SREB

' See Chapter Xill. J'

36.0 VIRGINIA

360 (X) Regional Consortia for Continuing Education 1/5/14

This agreement, which has been implemented by the State Council of Hid her Education for Vir-
. ginii under legislative mandate (House Bill 1054, 1973 legislative session), dilldes the state along plan-

ning district 'lines to form six regional consortia for the purposes of coordinating continuing education
activities. These consortia provide a framework through which all institutions in a region, state- supported
as well as private, can cooperatively coordinate continuing education offerings.

36.2 (X) SREB

See Chapter XIII.

37.0 WEST VIRGINIA

37.1 (61) Midwest Compact

See Chapter XIII.

37.2 (X) Off-Campus Graduate Study Framework and Coordination Plan 1/9/15

This policy, adopted by the West Virginia Board of Regents in 1974, assigns regional planning
districts as areas of prime responsibility for graduate programs for each of the three graduate level

r- institutions in the state.

37.3 (X), Regional Areas for Undergraduate Off-Campus Prograins 1/8/1'7

The West Virginia Board of Regents has divided the state into 11 geographic regions for the pur-
pose* of coordinating ,offcampus undergraduate courses. An institution can offer such courses _only

. within its specified region, unless given special Del-mission to do otherwise. o.

37.4 (X) SREB
- 1 .

See Chapter X III.
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38.0 ALASKA

38.1 (X) Regional UniverVty Centers 1/9/14

The University of Alaska has organized itself into three
the direction of a provost who' serves es the chief administrative o
tive regional area. The reorganization was accomplished in the early
various university functions and in this way make the system more

38.2 (X) WA4I, Regions! Medical Education 3/6/15

Ifs

university centers, each under
for the university in his reaper-

701 in an'affort to decentralize
sive to to -aA needs.

This is an interstate agreement for medical education programs
ington School of Medicine and the stets educational agencies in four
Montana. and Idaho.

38.3 (X) WICHE

Sipe Chapter XIII.

39.0 ARIZONA

39.1 (X) WICHE

See Chapter XIII.

40.0 CALIFORNIA

40.1 (40 Regional Planning for Postsecondary Education 2/5/14

the Unkisity of Wash-
- Washington, Alaska,

The California Postsecondary Commission has examined several alternatives for promoting post-
secondary regional planning. Early in 1976, the commission' recommended a competitive proposal
pilot program as the best approach for regionalism in California. Legislation was introduced in both
the 1978 and 1977 legislative sessions incorporating the major elements of the commission's recommen-
dations (see Chapter XIV for details).

4. 40.2 (X) Regional Adult and Vocational Ethic:ail:lin Councils (RA-VEC) 1/10/18

This agreement, which emerged byis mandate in 1975 (Assembly Bill 18211, provide;
for regional cquncils for adult and vocation ucation. These-councils are ditected to revielend make

' recommendations- on vocational and adult continuing education courses and to prevent unnecessary
duplication of such courses within a region (see Chapter XIV for details).

40.31X) WICHE

- See Chapter X HI.

41.0 COLORADO 175

41.1 (0) Junior College Out-of-State Tuition Waiver 4/10/18

Serious efforts have been made by the Colorado State Board for Community Colleges end Om-
' potions! Education to develop interstate arrangedwnts particularly With Kansas, Nebraska, New

Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming for acceptance of junior college students as residentsoon a regional
basis. The board' hes been unabli) to get legislative approval for this proposal, but a related plan was
adopted by the legislature in'1977 (see 41.2 below).
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V

41.2 (411 Undergreduatayollowship Progrein 3/8117

This plan (House Bill No. 1429, 19774glslative session)rauthorizes the Colorado Commission on
Higher Education to negotiate with other states an agreement under which Colorado and other states
may exchahge, reciprocally, resident students and waive the nonresident tuition 'differential f6r each
student. The plan I not limited 'to contiguous states; but It Is only for ono-year studont.exchangss

. and is limited to 50 Colorado residents who have completed their first academic year of study.

41.3 (X) Statewide Outreach Program 1/9/14

This is a policy adopted by thi Colorado Commission on Higher Education for Off-campus in-
structional programs in public four-year colleges and universities. The agreement utilizes a service anal
concept for coordinating the off-campus programs offered by the several public institutions in the

itstate.

41.4 Auricle Center 2/8/14

This center, located in Denver, is a joint facility that is shared by three institu-
tions the Community College of Denver, Metropolitan State College, and the Un of Colorado
at Denver. in a few instances, shared facilities or programs are managed by one of Institutions on
behalf of all title the University, for example, manages and staffs the library. services the
scheduling of all classroom and laboratory specs, for example are handled centrally by the Auraria
Center. )s. number of joint academic programs have been developed.

41.5411 WICHE

See Chapter X III.

42.0 HAWAII

42.1 (#) State Plirrfor-voggtielnef Epucation 1/7i18

Because of the geographic nature of the state, community colleges in Hawaii tend to be regional
in terms of the area of island/county they serve.The goal of this pbn, recently developed by the Office
of the State Director for Vocational Educations, is to coordinate better associate level vocational-technical
programs offered throughout the several regions of the state.

42.2 (X) WICHE

See Chapter XIII.

43.0 IDAHO

43.1 (X) Regionalized Continuing Education 1/5/14

Idaho moved to regionalize its continuing education program in July 1974. Prior to that time, a
statewide program wee operated (with regional directors) out of the Office for Higher Education of the
State Board of Education. Under the new system, each institution is responsible for coordinating
continuing education programs within its respective region. Programs of a unique, one-of-e-kind type
are allowed to be offered statewide if permission is granted by the state board.

43.2 (X) Contrasts for Medical Seats= 4/9/15-

Idaho contracts for medical school seats with thtUniversiv of Utah.

43.3 (X) WAM), Regional Medical Education 3/8/15

Sew item 38.2.

43.4 (X) WICHE,

See Chapter XIII.
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44.0 MONTANA
..

44.1 t* Five-State Regional Vitterinary School - 3/9/15

Sea item 12.2.

44.2 (X) WAMI, Regional Media* IducatiOn - 3/0/15

See item 38.2.

44.3 (X) WICHE

. See Chapter XIII.

46.0 NEVADA

45.1 (X) WICHE

See Chapter XIII.

46.0 NEW MEXICO

4

4

46.1 (#1 Regional Postsecondary Districts - 1/8/18
-,J 1

tiiiThe Board of Educational Finance (New Mexico's 1202 Commission) has recently, rece i a man-
date from the legislature to develop regional planning districts (15 are being considered) or pudic

2 . Vpostsecondary education in the state.

46.2 (X) WICHE
. /'

See Chapter XIII.

47.0 OREGON
111

1
47.1 (46 Border Reciprocity (with Washington) - 4/8/14

sTfr , lbI- l
. .;. t4.;;

4 . '.,'

The Oregon legislature has enacted legislation (House Bill 2477, 1977 legislative
t.

) aUthiru-
ing Oregon community colleges to charge the same tuition rates to out-of-state Etude:7344re ;barged
to local students, if the state in which the out-of-state student resides agrees to pay its per cstate
aid for comparable students to Oregon community colleges. The program has not been impkiipinted,
due to failure of the proposal in Washington (see item 49.1).

47.2 (X) Southern-Oregon Postsecondary Consortium - 2/5/14 .

Tikie is a receNfgrme-d consortium for public and private inttitutions, collegiate MO nitccillei°
gists, fn, southern Oregon. -- t '''

47.3 (X) WICHE

See Chapter XIII.

48.0 UTAH

48.1 (#1 Capital FeciliIies Policies and Procedures - 1/5/z
--',-.

.

This plan is just now being developed at the statei level. It would divide the state into four major
regions and include public and private Institutions at both the two -year and four-ya level.

1.
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48:21X) Project JOIN Plan for Vocational Education f/8/19

The purpose of thisagreernent is to encourage cooperation between vocational training institutions
and regional CETA and Job Simko Agencies so that the employability and overall job opportunities
for citizens are improved. The Board for Vocational Education provides leadership desistence to

bring about agency cooperation regional level.

V48.3 (X) WICHE

See Chapter XIII.

49.0 WASHINGTON

49.1 1411 Border Fleciprocitt with Oregon) 4/8/14

The Washington Council for Postsecondary Educaton has consistently stipp6rted reciprocity with
Oregon. A provision of the 1977 appropriations bill w4u have allowed two border community colleges
to waive out-of-stete tuition for residents in border counties. provided Oregon permitted similar
%velvets for Washington residents. This was vetoed by Governor. The council is continuing to work.
with its counterpart in Oregon in en effort to develop variety of legislative proposals which would
result in a limited, and then later, extended reciprocity t.

49.2 (LC) Joint Center for Graduate Studies 3/9/15

This is en interstate agreement in which institutions from four states share a joint facility for
graduate education. The center, located in Richland, Washington, received over $425,000 in state
appropriations in FY 1976-77.

49.3 IX) Intercollegiate Center for Nursing Education 2/6/17

This consortium, Iodated in Spokane, Washington, is for nursing education programs. It receives
substantial appropriations from the state.

r

49,4 IX) WAMI, Regional Medical Education 3/6/15

See item 38.2.

49.5 IX) WICHE

See Chapter XIII.

50.0 1104c4VAING
AS

60.11401,- fornmunity College Service Areas 1/1p/18

The Wyoming Community College Commission considered lite in 1970 the establishment of
regional service errs 4s4ven) for the public two-year institutions in the state. The plan, which was
primarily fot vocationaleduqtional progress has since been rejected.

50.2 144 Five-State I egional Veterinary School 3/9/15 e

See item 12.2.

50 3 IX) Medical Education Program 4/6/15

Wyoming contracts for medical school seats with institutions in Colorado, Natant/ca. and Utah.

or

50.41X) WICHE

See Chapter XIII.

1
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APPENDIX C

LIST OF pN-SITE INTERVIEWEES

Cf/FORNM

SHEEO' (also the 1202 Commission)

Domild R. McNeil, Dirtinor, California Postsecondary Education Commission
Roger Pettitt, Chairman, California Postsecondary Education Board
Janis C. Alford, Research Analyst, California Postsecondary Education Commissioni

Executive,Branch of Government

Vivian Kahn, Director of Community Assistanospffice of Planning-and Research
e, Deputy Director, Department of Finance

alive
(

BranchfrGovernment

Chairman of Committees;

John Dunlap, Chairman, Senate Education Committee
Leroy Greene, Chairman, Assembly Education Committee
John Vasconcellos, Chairmen, Postsecondary Education Subcommittee

}Committee Staff

- James Murdock, Consultant, Assembly Education Committee
Krist Lane, Consultant, Assembly Ways and Means Committee
Bruce Fuller, Cdnsultent, Postsecondary Education SubcoMmittee, Assembly Education Committee

Legislative Research Commissions

Catherine Minicucci, Director, Senate Office of Research
James Hurst, Director, Assembly Office of Research

State University System

4 David Saxon, President, University of California
William Coblentz, Chairmen, Board of Regents, University of California
Donald Swain, Vice President for Academic Planning, University of California
Thomas Jenkins, Vice President for Resource Planning and Allocations University of California

State College System

Lee Kerschner, Vice Chancellor for Adminiitrative Affairs, California State University and College
System

State Community College System

Clarence Martghan, Assistant Chancellor, Academic and Student Affairs, California Community College
Systerh

John D. Meyer, Dean for Academic Affairs, California Communityrtpllege System
Leland Baldwin, Assistant Chancellor for Occupational Educatioh, California Community College

System

'SNEED in this listing refers to state boards with broad general responsibilor higher @dilation
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State Basic Education, K thiough 12

William Webster, Deputy Superintendent for Programs, Department of Education
Jaynes Osbuth, Chief, Bureau of School Planning, Department of Education
Jack Liebermann, Management Assistant Team for School Redistricting, gepartrnent of Education

Vocational Education

Donald Fowler, Assistant State Director, Divisidn of Vocational Education, Department of Education

Voluntary Statewide Agency

Morgan Odell, Executive Secretary, Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities

ILLINOIS

SHEEO (also the 1202 Commission)

James Furman, Executive Director,illinois Board of Higher Education
Donald Prince, Chairman, Illinois Bawd of Higher Education
Paul E. Lingenfelter, Associate Director of Fiscal Affairs, Illinois Board of Higher Education
Robert WallhausDeputy Director for Academic and Health Affairs, Illinois Board of Higher Education

Executive Branch of Government

James Now Ian, Special Assistant to the Governor.for education
Robert Mandeville, Director, Bureau of the Budget.

Legislative Branch of Gcrrefnment

Vivian Hickey, Chairman, Senate Higher Education Committee
Arthur Berman, Chairmen, Senate Primary-Secondary Education Committee
John Matijedich, Chairman, House Appropriations I Committee
E. M. Barn House Appropriatioh II Committee
Raymond I, Chairman, House Higher Education Committee

State University System

John Corbally, PresidentyUniversity of Illinois
Ronald Brady, Vice President for Administration, University of Illinois

State Community College System J

Fred Wellman, Exatutive Director, Illinois Community College Board
Ivan J. Lach, Assistant Director for Planning and Research, Illinois Community Collage Board
Janet Stroud, Acting Associate Director for Career Programi, Illinois ComOnity College Board

State Basic Education, K through 12

Joseph Cronin( Superintendent, Office of Education
Nelson Ashiine, Executive Deputy Superintendent, Office of Education
John Alford, Assistant Superintendent for Planning-and Research, Office of Education

Vocational Education.

James Galloway, 4ssistani Superintendent of Adult, Vocational, and Technical Education, Office of
Education

Voluntary Statewide Agency

Alban Weber, President, Federation of Independent Illinois Colleges and Universities
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SHEEO (also the'1202 Commission)

William Arceneaux, Commissioner of Higher Educatidn, State Board of Regents
Sharon Board, Deputy Commissioner for Planning, State Board of Regents

Executive Branch of Government

Geneva Carroll, Executive Director, Office of State Planning
- Ralph Perlman, Budget Director, Division of Administration

Leiltslative Branch of Government

Chairmen of Committees

Kevin P. Reilly, Chairman,- House Appropriations CoMmittee
James D. Long, Chairman, House Education Committee

commits. e Staff

William Ebert, Research Analyst, House Education Committee

Legislative Research Commission

DeVan Daggett, Director,,LegislativeloCouncil

State University System

Martin D. Woodin, President, Louisiana State University
Joseph Reynolds, Vice President for Instruction and Research, Louisiana State University
James Prestige, Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs, Southern University

State College System

William J. Junkin, Jr., Executive Director, Louisiana State Colleges and Universities, Boanipf Trustees

State Basic Education, IC through 12
4

Edward Thompson, DepurwiPerintendent for Development and Research, Department of. Education

Vocational Education

- J. R. Hodges, Director of Vocational Education, Department of Education
r- Earl Hammett, Director, Trade and Industrial Education, Deportment of Education

Obi Voluntary htatewide Aljency_

Father John F. Keller, President, Louisiana Association of Independent Collegigkand Universities

..

MINNESOTA

SHEEO (also the 1202 Commission)

Richard Hawk, Executive Director, Minnesota Higher Education Coordinating Board ,

Donald Dreine, Assistant 'Executive Director for Academic Planning Higher Education, Minnesota
Higher Education Coordinating Board

David Laird, Assistant Executive Director for Interinstitutional Program Planning, Minnesota Higher
Education Coordinating Board

Executivi Branch of Government

Dean Honetschleger,.Director of Human Resources Planning, State Planning Agency
Jiro Solem, Director, State Planning Agency
Robert Whitaker, LegisletWe Auditor
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Lagislitiw Branch of OvsfnmIU

Chairman of Contteat .)

Jerome M. Huilhas,Chairmr, Senate Education Committee
Roger Moe, Chairman, S.n. Finance Committee
Carl M.. Johnson, Chairman, House Education Committed'
Peter X. Pugin*, Chairmen,Mouse Higher Education Committee

.; Convnittee Staff

Adelaide O'Brien, Administrative Aide, Senate Education Committee
Earl Evenson, Administrative Aide, Senate Finance Committee
Villis Vilunenis, Higher Education Specialist Howe Appropriations Committee
Mark Mellender, Administrative Aide, House/ Educetiolo Committee
Larry Klum, AdministrativwAide, House Higher Education Committee

a

State University System

C. Peter Megalith, President, University of Minnesota
Henry Koffler, Academic Vice PJidsnt. University of Minnesota
Stanley B. Kegler, Vice for Institutional Planning Relations, Univeristy of Minnestote

Stets College System

Gary Heys, Chancellor, Minnesota State University System
Emily Hannah, Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, Minnesota State University System

Stat. Community College System

Philip C. Helland, Chancelkir, Minnesota State Community College System
Douglass A. Bruce, Sr., Chairman, Minnesota State Community College Board
Howard E. Bergstrom, Director of Academic Instruction, Minnesota Stela Community College System

State Basic Education, K through 12

Howard B. Cawley, Commitsioner, Basic Education, Department of Education
Gregory J. Waddle, Assistant Commissioner for Planning and Development, Department of Education

' Vocational Education

Robert Van Tries, Assistant Commissioner, Vocational and Technical Education Division, Deportment
of Education

NEW YORK

SHEEO (also the 1202 Commission)

T. Edward Hollander, Deputy Commissioner, Board of Regents, University of the State of flew York
Al Lierheimor, Assistant Cdrnmissioner for Higher Education, Board of Regents, University of th1 State

of New York -

Bryan Connell, Director, Phinning Off Ica for Higher Education, Education Department
Don C. Martin, Associate th Higher Education, Bureau of Planning in Postsecondary Education, Edu-

cation Department

Executive Branch of Government

With Dulles, Governors Aisistant for Education
Henry G. Williams, Director; Division of State Planning'
Howard Miller, Budget Off hie

Legislative Branch of Govrnment

Cielaram of Committees

Ronald B. Stafford, Chairman, Senate Higher Education Committee
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Melvin Miller, Chairmen, Assembly Higher Education Committee

4
Committee Staff /
Pouf Reuss, Principle Legislative Analyst, Senate Finance Committee
Fred Gomm Staff, Asiernbly Education Committee

Legislative Research Commission

% Jacqueline Freedman, Research Analyst, Senate Research Service

State University System

James F. Kelly, Acting Chancellor, State University of New York
Loten Bentz, Vice Chancellor for Academic 'Policy, State University of New York
parka Neff, Associate Chancellor for Special Projects, State Upiversity of New York

State Community College System

Cornelius V. Robbins, Associate Chancellor for Community Colleges, State University of New York

State Basic Eduardo, K through 12

`Ewald Nyquist,Comminioner, Education Department
1

Vocational Education

%
owectmen/*

Robert S. Seckendorf, Assistant Commissioner for Occurlietional Education, Education t

Voluntary Statewide Agency -

4

Lester W. Ingalls, Executive Vice President and Secretary, Association of Colleges-end Universities of
the State of New York

OH/0

SHEEO (also the 1202 Commission)

games A. Norton, Chancellor, Ohio Board of Regents

ExeCutive Branch of Government

Craig Zimpher, Deputy Assistant to Governor
Paul Baldridge, Assistant Director for Community Services, Qapartment of Economics and Community

Devselopment
Duane Keiran, Higher Education Specialist
Matthew Bursick, State Accounting Department

Legislative BrancKof Government

Chaim-an of :Com/hinges

M. Morris Jackson Chairman, Senate Education end Welfare Committee
Harry Meshel, Chairman, Senate Finance Comrlittes
Myrl Shoemaker, *When, House Finance and Apprbpriations Committee

Committee Staff

Peggy Siegel, Legislative Assistant, Senate Education 'Committee
Robert Becker, Legislative Assistant, House Education Committee
Don Pessich, Legislative Aide, House Faience end Appropriations Committee

Legislative Research Commission

David Johnston, Director: Legislative Service Commission
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State University System

Harold Erserson, President, Ohio State University
Albert J. Kuhn;Provost, Ohio Slate University

n
State Community Colley, System

, , /
Max Lerner, Vice Chancellor for Two Year Colleges, Ohio Board of Regents

State Basic Education, K through'12

- Franklin Wafter, Superintendent of Public Instruction, Department of Education
Roger Lulow, Executive Director for Administration, Department of Education

ii.
Vocational Education

,--

/Byr1 Shoemaker, Director, Division of .Vocational Education, Department of Education

Voltintary Statewide Agency

,

Gary Andeen;Executive Secretary, Ohio College Association

PENNSYLVANIA -

SHEEO (also the 1202 Commission)

.,'
. .

. ...

.

, .6

Caryl Kline, Secretary of Education, Department of Education
Robert Hendershot, Deputy Secretary of Education, Department of Education
Harold C. Wisorf Acting Assistant Commissioner, Deparonentof Education .

Irene Elizabeth *Jordan, Coordinator for Regionalization, Department of Education
- .

Executive Branch of Government

Jack Brizius, Director, State Planning and Development, Office of the Goirernor
James Guest, Difector, Bureau of Policy Planning, Deportment of Community Affairs
James Stevenson, Higher Education Analyst,bffice of the Budget

Legislative Branch of Government

Chairmen of Committees

Jeanette Reibman, Chairperson, Senate Education Committee

Committee Staff
b.

Paul Muench, Executive Staff Director, Senate Appropriations Committee
Richard Willey, Budget Anglyst, House Appropriations Committee
Philip Murphy, Executive Director, House Education ComMittee

Legislative Research Commissions

Robert L. Cable. Assistant Director, Legislative Reiearch Bureau

7\State University System

A

John Oswald, President, The Pennsylvania State University
Stanley 0. Ikepberry,Senior Vice President, University Development Relations, The Pennsylvania

State University
Chalmers G. Norris, Director of Planning and Budget Officer, The Pnnsylvenia State University
James Dungen, Director of Planning Services, The Pennsylvania State in iversity

a
State College System

Berns* Edwards, Chief Executive, State Colleges and University Directors Board i
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State Community Cap, System

Joseph E. Bruno, Coordinator of Community Colleges, Department of Education

State Basic Education, K through 12.

,Robert Pim, Special Assistant for Intermediate Units, Department of Education

Vocational Education

John W. Struck, Director, Bureau Of Vocation011tinical, and Continuing Education, Department of

Education 7

VolUntary Statewide Agency

James A. Ream, Exectltive Director, Pennsylvania Association of Colleges and Universities

UTAH

SHEEO (also the 1202 Commission)

1.

Terrell H. Bell, Commissioner of Higher Education, Utah Board of Regents
George Hatch, Chairman, Utah Board of Regents
Terry Alger, Assistant Deputy Commissioner for Planning and Academic Affairs, Utah Board of Regents

Executive Branch of Government

Joseph Platt, Deputy State Planninb Coordinator, Governor's Planning Office
David Duncan', Deputy Directpr, Department of Finance

Legislative Branch of Government

Chairmen of Committees

Carl Swan, Chairman, Senate Higher Education Committee
James McFarlane, Chairman, Senate Public Education Committee
Leroy McAllister, Chairman, House Appropriations Committee
David Irvine, Chairman, House Education Committee \..
Lorin Pace, Chairman, Joint Appropriations Subcommittee on Public Education

--\`
Legit/eine Reseetth Commissions

Lion Sorenson, LegiSlative Research Analyst, Legislative Research Office

State Basic Education, K through 12,

Lerue Winget, Associate Superintendent for Instructional Services, State Board of Education
Joanne Burnside, Chairman, State Board of Education
J. CamObell, Associate Superintendent of Public Instruccir
G. Morris Rowley, Technical Assistance Division, State Beard of Education

Vocational Education

Orville Carnahan, Associate Commissioner for Vocational/Technical Education, Utah Board of Regents
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APPENDIX 0

LIST OF TELEPHONE INTERVIEWEES

CALIFORNIA

Regional Adult and Vocational Education Cciuncils (RA -V EC)

Paul Alcantra, Chairman, Redwood Empire RA-VEC
Ted Arneson, Chairman, Palo Verde RA-VEC
Douglas Bailey, Chairman, Venture County RA-VEC
Tom Harris, Chairman, Yomosite RA-VEC
Clinton Hamann, Chairman, Santiago RA-VEC
Myra Koff, Executive Secretary, San Francisco City and County RA-VEC
Donald Ziehl, Chairman, Pasadena Area RA-V EC

ILLINOIS

Board of Higher Education ETV Commission

David Ainlworth, Executive Director, Chicago Metropolitan Higher Education Council
George Halt Executive Director) The Board of West Central Illinois

Higher Education Cooperation Act
s

Richard Alter, Executive Director, Wow, Higher Education Consortium
Claudette DWyer, Executive Director, Council of Western Suburban Colleges
Ronald Hallstrom, Executive Director, Rockford Regional Academic Center
Ronald House, Executive Director, Southern Illinois Collegiate Common Market
D. Johnson, Executive Director, Quad-Cities Graduate Center
William Lewis, Director, Graduate Studies Center, Milliken University

MINNESOTA ,

Experimental Regional - Centers

Patrick Bandhwin, Coordinator, Orin Range Regional Centers /
Floyd Hansen, Coordinator, Wedena Regional Center
Wilbur Wakefield, Coordinator, Rochester Regional Postsecondary Center

NEW YORK

Relents' Advisory Councils

_ Alexander Cameron, Executive Director, Geneses Region Advisory Council
-Richard Catalano, Secretary, Board of Higher Education,New York City
William Fuller, Executive Director, Regional Coordinating Council, New York City

Legislative Recognition of Consortia

Robert Briber, Executive Director, Hudson MohawkAssocietiOn of Colleges and Universities
Robert Vivona, Executive Director, Associated Colleges of the Mid-Hudson Area

Reference and Research Library Resources Program

.x.

4F.

a li

Charles Custer, Executive Director, Capital District Library, Council for Reference and Research Re-
sources

Richard Kimball, executive Director, North Country Reference and Research Resources Council
Edmund Menegeux, Executive Director, South Central Research Library Council
Jane Fulton Smith, Executive Director, The Southeastern New York Library Resources Council
James Turner, Executive Director, Central New York Library Resources Council
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4

4

PENNIYLVANIA

Deportment of Education Regionalization Plan

Betty Brooks, Executive Director, Southwestern Pennsylvania Higher Education Council, Inc.
(Region11)

Richard Morrill, Exectithro Director, Northeastern Pennsylvania Higher Education Council (Region 3)
Glenn Nelson, Executive Director, Southwestern Pennsylvania Higher Education Council, Inc.

(Region 8)
Harry Price, Executive Director, Lehigh Valley Higher Education Planning Council (Region 2)
Bridget Brickner Wehner, Administrative Associate, Higher Education Planning Council (Regions 9 & 10)

A
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APPENDIX E

DOCUMENTS

CASE STATES

CALIFORNIA

Academic Program and Restiur Ce Planning in the California State University and Colleges, 197?-78 through

10142 Los Angeles: Office of tic/ Chancellor, Division of Educational Programs and Resources, April,

1977.

"Annual Report, 1978-77 Regional Adult 4nd Vocational, Education Councils." Project No.: 3367181-

03151 -1000. By Eat( Schick, Council Chairperson. Palo Verde, C,a8f.: Regional Adult and Vocational

Education Councils, June 30, 1977.

Brossmen, SidneW.."Allocation of Specialized' rograms.". Memorandum, 76-109. Saeramento: California

Community Colleges, July 19, 1976. ./ _

California. Administrative R ."Order Adopting, Amendiog, or Repealing Regulations of the Sups in-

182.

tenclent of Public Instru the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges: n.d.

California. Assembly Bill No. 1975).

California. Assembly 81114No. 1242. A1977).

California. Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 159 Relative to the California Postsecondary Education

Commission. Resolution Chapter 213. (September 11, 1974).

California. Assembly Permanent Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education. Educational Opportunity Pro-

grams, National Views of State Issues. Sacramento: Assembly Permanent Subcommittee on Postsecon-

dary Education, January, 1977:
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